The Junction between Language and Identity in Croatia: Small-scale research of students from Zadar and Osijek by Schmelling, Emil Rytter et al.
	   1	  
The	  junction	  between	  language	  and	  identity	  
in	   Croatia:	   Small-­‐scale	   research	   of	   students	  
from	  Zadar	  and	  Osijek	  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  Emil	  Rytter	  Schmelling	  (Studienr.	  44563	  -­‐	  erytter@ruc.dk	  )	  Emma	  Daae	  Balleby	  (Studienr.	  56647	  -­‐	  edaaeb@ruc.dk	  )	  Jonathan	  Dimitri	  Chapelain	  (Studienr.	  58765	  -­‐	  jonatch@ruc.dk	  	  )	  Natasja	  Bøgholm	  Thomassen	  (Studienr.	  56413	  -­‐	  naboth@ruc.dk	  )	  Rina	  Gabriela	  Carballo	  Barrera	  (Studienr.	  58136	  -­‐	  rigaca@ruc.dk	  )	  	  
Name	  of	  the	  supervisor:	  Heidi	  Bojsen	  
Semester:	  Spring	  2016	  
Module:	  Project	  report	  in	  Cultural	  Encounters	  
Module	  level:	  Master	  
Total	  numbers	  of	  characters:	  125,453	  (incl.	  footnotes)	  
Written	  language:	  English	  
	   2	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	   3	  
Table	  of	  contents	  
	  
ABSTRACT	  ....................................................................................................................................................................	  4	  
CHAPTER	  1.	  PREAMBLE	  ...........................................................................................................................................	  5	  1.1.	  INTRODUCTION	  ........................................................................................................................................................................	  5	  1.2.	  DELIMITATION	  ........................................................................................................................................................................	  6	  1.3.	  PROBLEM	  FIELD	  ......................................................................................................................................................................	  7	  1.4.	  PROBLEM	  FORMULATION	  ......................................................................................................................................................	  7	  1.5.	  ANALYTICAL	  QUESTIONS	  .......................................................................................................................................................	  7	  
CHAPTER	  2.	  CROATIA:	  A	  HISTORICAL	  AND	  SOCIOLOGICAL	  CONTEXT	  ....................................................	  9	  2.1.	  NATION,	  HISTORY	  AND	  IDENTITY	  ......................................................................................................................................	  10	  2.2.	  THE	  CROATIAN	  LANGUAGE:	  FROM	  SERBO-­‐CROATIAN	  TO	  CROATIAN	  .......................................................................	  12	  2.3.	  NEW	  CROATIAN	  ...................................................................................................................................................................	  16	  2.4.	  CROATIAN	  YOUTH,	  DIALECTS	  AND	  ENGLISH	  ...................................................................................................................	  19	  
CHAPTER	  3.	  METHODOLOGY	  ..............................................................................................................................	  21	  3.1.	  THEORETICAL	  FRAMEWORK	  ..............................................................................................................................................	  21	  
3.1.1.	  Language	  .........................................................................................................................................................................	  21	  
3.1.2.	  Identity	  ..............................................................................................................................................................................	  25	  
3.1.3.	  Nationalism	  ....................................................................................................................................................................	  28	  3.2.	  METHODOLOGICAL	  APPROACH	  .........................................................................................................................................	  31	  
3.2.1.	  What	  is	  a	  qualitative	  interview?	  ...........................................................................................................................	  32	  
3.2.2.	  Planning	  a	  semi-­‐structured	  interview	  ................................................................................................................	  32	  
3.2.3.	  Limitations	  ......................................................................................................................................................................	  33	  
3.2.4.	  Participants	  ....................................................................................................................................................................	  34	  3.3.	  ANALYTICAL	  STRATEGY	  ......................................................................................................................................................	  36	  
3.3.1.	  Background	  ....................................................................................................................................................................	  36	  
3.3.2.	  Articulation	  .....................................................................................................................................................................	  37	  
3.3.3.	  Discourse	  ..........................................................................................................................................................................	  38	  
3.3.4.	  Subject	  positions	  ...........................................................................................................................................................	  39	  
3.3.5.	  Hegemony	  ........................................................................................................................................................................	  39	  
CHAPTER	  4.	  DATA	  ANALYSIS	  ..............................................................................................................................	  41	  4.1.	  ANALYSIS	  ...............................................................................................................................................................................	  41	  
4.1.1.	  Resistance	  to	  language	  implementations	  ..........................................................................................................	  42	  
4.1.2.	  Inclusion	  and	  exclusion	  .............................................................................................................................................	  47	  
4.1.3.	  National	  Identity,	  Heritage	  and	  War	  ..................................................................................................................	  54	  4.2.	  DISCUSSION	  ...........................................................................................................................................................................	  58	  
4.2.1.	  Reforms,	  Policies	  or	  Changes?	  ................................................................................................................................	  59	  
4.2.2.	  A	  Standard	  Language:	  A	  Necessary	  Codification	  Within	  A	  Nation?	  ......................................................	  60	  
4.2.3.	  Perspective	  views	  on	  the	  findings	  .........................................................................................................................	  60	  
CHAPTER	  5.	  CONCLUSION	  ....................................................................................................................................	  63	  
BIBLIOGRAPHY	  ........................................................................................................................................................	  65	  
	   	  
	   4	  
Abstract  	  This	   research	   aims	   to	   investigate	   how	   the	   discourses	   concerning	   language	   and	   national	  identity	  have	  evolved,	  since	  the	  Croatian	  War	  of	  Independence.	  The	  objective	  of	  this	  research	  is	   to	   gain	   an	   understanding	   of	   the	   developments	   within	   this	   topic	   and	   to	   compare	   these	  findings	  to	  existing	  research	  and	  similar	  cases	   in	  a	  broader	  context.	  The	  research	  needed	  to	  investigate	  this,	  was	  carried	  out	  through	  nine	  semi-­‐structured	  interviews	  of	  a	  selected	  group	  of	   university	   students	   in	   Croatia.	   In	   a	   national	   context,	   the	   findings	   showed	   how	   the	  participants	  do	  not	  relate	  to	  the	  new	  language	  implementations,	  and	  in	  fact	  express	  resistance	  towards	   them.	   Moreover,	   the	   contemporary	   discourse	   has	   seemingly	   changed	   into	   a	   more	  inclusionary	   view	   of	   “the	   other”,	   as	   well	   as	   a	   higher	   acceptance	   of	   influences	   from	   other	  languages.	  	  	  	  Formålet	  med	  dette	  projekt	  er	  at	  undersøge	  hvordan	  forskellige	  diskurser	  vedrørende	  sprog	  og	  national	   identitet	  har	  udviklet	   sig	   siden	  den	  kroatiske	  uafhængighedskrig.	  Formålet	  med	  dette	   er	   at	   få	   en	   dybere	   forståelse	   for	   bestemte	   udviklinger	   inden	   for	   dette	   emne,	   og	  yderligere	   sammenligne	   vores	   resultater	   med	   eksisterende	   litteratur	   om	   emnet	   samt	   stille	  dem	  overfor	   lignende	  emner	  i	   forskellige	  andre	  lande.	  For	  at	  opnå	  dette,	  har	   indsamlet	  data	  ved	  hjælp	  af	  ni	  semistrukturerede	  interviews	  med	  udvalgte	  universitetsstuderende	  i	  Kroatien.	  I	   den	   kroatiske	   kontekst	   fandt	   vi,	   at	   de	   adspurgte	   har	   svært	   ved	   at	   forholde	   sig	   til	   hvor	  sprogændringerne	   kommer	   fra,	   og	   generelt	   tager	   afstand	   fra	   ‘rensningen’	   af	   det	   kroatiske	  sprog. 
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CHAPTER 1. PREAMBLE 
 
1.1.	  Introduction	  	  	  Language	   policies,	   processes	   of	   language	   standardization,	   and	   the	   struggle	   for	   language	  recognition,	  are	  phenomena	  that	  can	  be	  observed	  on	  a	  global	  scale.	  In	  a	  European	  context,	  for	  example,	  Bucken-­‐Knapp	  explores	  the	  links	  between	  language	  and	  identity	  when	   investigating	  Norwegian	   language	  politics.	  The	  author	  concludes	   that	  policies	  towards	  Norwegian	  languages	  are	  the	  result	  of	  political	  elites	  and	  their	  desire	  to	  manipulate	  linguistic	   identities,	   rather	   than	   being	   the	   product	   of	   interest	   group	  mobilization	   (Bucken-­‐Knapp	  125).	  One	  can	  also	  mention	  the	  case	  of	  Spain	  and	  the	  struggles	  of	  the	  independence	  of	  the	  Catalonia	  region,	  where	  language	  has	  been	  a	  theme	  of	  disputes	  (Strubell	  and	  Boix	  Fuster	  2).	   	  	  This	  project	  will	   continue	   in	  a	  European	  setting,	  by	   taking	  point	  of	  departure	   in	   the	  case	  of	  Croatia,	  where	  the	  fragmentation	  of	  the	  former	  Yugoslavia,	   forced	  newly	  independent	  states	  to	   enforce	   rapid	   processes	   of	   linguistic	   standardization.	   As	   some	   scholars	   argue,	   these	  standardization	  processes	  were	  deeply	  connected	  to	  national	  attempts	  to	  distinguish	  Croatia	  from	   the	   “the	   other”	   (Goulding	   and	   Domic	   91).	   More	   specifically,	   in	   this	   project,	   we	   are	  interested	  in	  exploring	  the	  discourses	  of	  the	  post	  War	  of	  Independence	  generation	  in	  Croatia,	  and	   to	  what	   extent	   they	   construct	   their	   national	   identities,	   through	   language	   and	   language	  variations.	  As	  a	  way	  to	  investigate	  the	  correlation	  between	  language	  and	  identity	   in	  Croatia,	  this	   project	   will	   compare	   the	   contemporary	   discourses	   of	   a	   selected	   group	   of	   university	  students	   with	   previous	   existing	   research	   on	   the	   topic,	   by	   conducting	   nine	   semi-­‐structured	  interviews.	  	  	  Through	   the	   empirical	   data,	   we	   will	   attempt	   to	   highlight	   what	   specific	   knowledge	   the	  participants’	   have	   about	  the	   source	   of	   the	   new	   language	   implementations	   in	   Croatia.	  Moreover,	   there	  will	   be	   a	   focus	   on	   revealing	   the	   general	   attitudes	   of	   the	   students	   towards	  these	  implementations.	  Furthermore,	   the	   research	   of	   this	   project	   is	   interested	   in	   investigating	   the	   correlation	  between	  language	  and	  the	  notions	  of	  inclusion	  and	  exclusion	  within	  Croatian. 
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  Furthermore,	   the	   research	   of	   this	   project	   is	   interested	   in	   investigating	   to	   what	   extent	   the	  notions	   of	   inclusion	   and	   exclusion	   exists	   within	   a	   Croatian	   as	   well	   as	   within	   a	   more	  international	  context.	  	  	  	  
1.2.	  Delimitation	  	  The	   following	  will	   present	   the	   delimitation	   of	   this	   project.	   There	   are	   important	   subjects	   to	  consider,	  which	  could	  have	  provided	  additional	  aspects	  to	  this	  project. First,	  one	  must	  consider	  our	  theoretical	  framework.	  The	  scholarly	  fields	  of	  language,	  identity	  and	  nationalism	  are	  indeed	  mature	  and	  numerous	  scholars	  have	  engaged	  within	  these	  fields	  of	  study.	  It	  would	  be	  beyond	  the	  scope	  of	  this	  project	  to	  give	  a	  detailed	  account	  of	  all	  relevant	  theory,	  for	  example	  one	  can	  mention	  the	  work	  of	  Bakhtin	  and	  a	  more	  elaborate	  Foucauldian	  perspective	  on	  discourse	  and	  power.	  However,	  we	  have	  chosen	  other	  theories,	  which	  we	  have	  found	   particularly	   intriguing	   and	   relevant	   in	   order	   to	   analyze	   and	   discuss	   our	   analytical	  questions	   and	   problem	   formulation.	   The	   concept	   of	   language	   policies	   and	   power	   will	   be	  analysed	   using	   Shohamy’s	   notions	   of	   language	   as	   a	   political	   tool,	   since	   her	   arguments	   are	  interesting	  for	  engaging	  into	  a	  deeper	  discussion	  about	  the	  contemporary	  discourses	  related	  to	   language	   policies	   in	   Croatia.	   	  In	   relation	   to	   this,	   Bourdieu’s	   symbolic	   power	   is	   a	   way	   to	  grasp	  group	  dynamics	  in	  relation	  to	  language.	  Stuart	  Hall’s	  understanding	  of	  “identity”	  will	  be	  an	   important	   theorization	   that	  will	   be	   used	   to	   analyze	   the	   interviewees’	   discourses,	   which	  influence	  the	  construction	  of	  their	  identity.	  Here,	  Althusser’s	  notion	  of	  “interpellation”	  will	  be	  applied	   in	   order	   to	   comprehend	   processes	   of	  language	   standardization	   as	   ideological	  constructs.	  The	  concept	  of	  nationalism	  has	  been	  a	  recurrent	  theme	  that	  should	  be	  understood	  and	  discussed;	  therefore	  we	  will	  base	  our	  understanding	  of	  “nationalism”	  through	  the	  notions	  of	  Benedict	  Anderson	  and	  Eric	  Hobsbawm.	   Furthermore,	  we	  recognize	  that	  the	  scholars	  we	  have	  chosen	  are	  also	  building	  on	  existing	  established	  theoretical	  insights;	  however,	  we	  will	  acknowledge	  this	  when	  we	  deem	  it	  necessary	  in	  the	  theory	  section.	  We	  are	  aware	  that	  our	  account	  of	  theory	  can	  spur	  critique	  because	  we	  are	  dealing	  with	  comprehensive	  theories,	  which	  have	  many	  relevant	  insights	  that	  we	  might	  not	  sufficiently	  account	  for.	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1.3.	  Problem	  field	  	  This	   section	   will	   frame	   the	   field	   revolving	   around	   the	   problem	   formulation.	   The	   research	  investigates	   young	   students	   from	   different	   Croatian	   regions,	   as	   well	   as	   from	   Bosnia,	   who	  study	  at	  the	  University	  of	  Zadar	  and	  Josip	  Juraj	  Strossmayer	  University	  of	  Osijek.	  The	   following	  problem	   formulation	   is	  designed	   in	   relation	   to	   the	   efforts	  of	  purification	  and	  standardization	  of	   the	  Croatian	   language,	  which	  occurred	  after	  the	   independence	  of	  Croatia,	  internationally	  recognized	  in	  January	  1992.	  	  	  Former	   research	   on	   language	   and	   identity	   in	   Croatia	  will	   be	   held	   up	   against	   our	   empirical	  data,	  in	  order	  to	  analyze	  how	  discourses	  have	  evolved.	  	  
1.4.	  Problem	  formulation	  	  According	   to	   a	   selection	   of	   university	   students	   in	   Croatia,	   how	   have	   discourses	   concerning	  language	  purification	  and	  standardization,	  and	  national	   identity	   in	  Croatia	  evolved	  since	  the	  Croatian	  War	  of	  Independence?	  	  
1.5.	  Analytical	  questions	  	  In	  order	  to	  investigate	  and	  analyze	  this	  problem	  formulation,	  we	  will	  draw	  on	  the	  following	  analytical	  questions:	  	  
• How	  are	  the	  language	  policies	  regarding	  purification	  implemented,	  and	  by	  whom?	  
• Is	   there	   resistance	   to	   the	  use	  of	   standard	  Croatian?	   If	   so,	   how	  can	   this	   resistance	  be	  conceptualized?	  
• How	   is	   the	   construction	   and	  practice	   of	   language	   variations	   established?	  From	  what	  and	  by	  whom?	  With	  what	  means?	  	  
• How	   can	   the	   construction	   of	   language	   and	   dialects	   be	   related?	   How	   are	   they	  operationalized	  in	  relation	  to	  nation	  building	  or	  resistance	  to	  it?	  	  
• How	  is	  group	  identification	  -­‐	  inclusion	  and	  exclusion	  -­‐	  achieved	  through	  language?	  	  
• How	   does	   the	   Croatian	   War	   of	   Independence	   influence	   the	   after-­‐war	   generation	   in	  constructing	  identity?	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CHAPTER 2. CROATIA: A HISTORICAL AND 
SOCIOLOGICAL CONTEXT 	  	  This	  chapter	  aims	  at	  providing	  an	  understanding	  of	  the	  historical	  and	  sociological	  context	  in	  Croatia	   with	   regards	   to	   language	   and	   identity.	   After	   extensive	   research,	   we	   have	   acquired	  knowledge	  about	   the	  Croatian	   context	   after	   the	   fall	   of	  Yugoslavia	   from	  diverse	   researchers,	  and	  thereby	  decided	  to	  base	  this	  chapter	  on	  their	  investigations	  in	  order	  to	  provide	  a	  broader	  frame.	  	  	  We	  have	  chosen	  to	  use	  the	  French	  historian	  and	  journalist	   Jean-­‐Arnault	  Dérens	  as	  our	  main	  source.	  He	  is	  well	  known	  as	  the	  founder	  and	  co-­‐writer	  of	  the	  French	  news	  portal	  “Le	  Courrier	  des	  Balkans1”,	  established	  in	  1998.	  Dérens	  is	  useful	  because	  he	  is	  bringing	  in	  the	  main	  lines	  of	  the	   context	   and	   what	   revolves	   around	   it.	   We	   have	   chosen	   to	   use	   additional	   sources	   from	  linguistic	  and	  sociolinguistic	  perspectives,	  as	  well	  as	  from	  the	  perspectives	  of	  political	  science	  and	   art	   studies	   scholars,	  in	   order	   to	   complement	   the	   too	   often	   journalistic	   approach	   of	  Dérens.	  The	  additional	  scholars	  will	  be	  introduced	  along	  the	  chapter.	  	  We	   have	   divided	   this	   chapter	   into	   four	   sections,	   the	   first	   dealing	   with	   researches	   on	   the	  correlation	  between	  nation-­‐building,	  history,	  and	  identity,	  the	  second	  with	  the	  passage	  from	  Serbo-­‐Croatian	   to	  Croatian,	   the	   third	  with	   sociolinguistic	   aspects	   revolving	   around	   the	  new	  Croatian	   language,	   and	   the	   fourth	   with	   the	   relation	   between	   young	   Croatians	   and	   English	  language,	  and	  variations	  of	  the	  Croatian	  language.	  In	  complement	  to	  this,	  we	  are	  including	  an	  overview	  of	  the	  main	  historical	  events	  that	  happened	  over	  the	  last	  hundred	  years	  in	  relation	  to	  Croatia	  in	  Appendix	  A1.	  	  	  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  1	  Le	  Courrier	  des	  Balkans	  seeks	  to	  publicize	  news	  and	  analysis	  of	  democratic	  media	  of	  the	  Southeastern	  European	  countries.	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2.1.	  Nation,	  history	  and	  identity	  	  In	   the	   following	   section,	   we	   will	   present	   aspects	   underlying	   the	   correlation	   between	   the	  nation,	  history	  and	  identity	  through	  existing	  scholarly	  work.	  	  	  Speaking	  from	  the	  register	  of	  theatre	  and	  art	  studies,	  the	  Macedonian	  born	  scholar	  and	  Theatre	  director,	  Naum	  Panovski	  argues	  that,	  following	  the	  disintegration	  of	  Yugoslavia,	  a	  new	  map	  emerged	  dividing	  the	  former	  Yugoslav	  area	  into	  separate	  national	  identities	  enclosed	  into	  the	  borders	  of	  newly	  nation-­‐states.	  This	  division	  was	  ruled	  by	  the	  different	  religious	  and	  political	  ideologies	  (Panovski	  61).	  The	  French	  historian	  Paul	  Garde	  asserts	  that	  religion	  has	  for	  centuries	  played	  a	  great	  role	  in	  the	  Balkans	  by	  constructing	  the	  identity	  of	  individuals	  as	  fixed	  to	  religion.	  This	  categorizes	  national	  identities	  with	  pre-­‐established	  religion:	  Croats	  as	  Catholics,	  Serbs	  as	  Orthodox,	  and	  Bosniaks	  as	  Muslims	  (Garde	  104-­‐105).	  	  	  After	  the	  war,	  the	  national	  distinction	  split	  the	  world	  into	  what	  Panovski	  defines	  as	  “traitors	  and	  heroes”,	  and	  generated	  a	  distortion	  of	  the	  reality	  in	  people’s	  minds	  and	  actions	  (Panovski	  61).	  According	  to	  Panovski,	  the	  division	  within	  the	  area	  was	  not	  the	  only	  one	  that	  occurred,	  as	  the	  former	  Yugoslav	  area	  was,	  and	  still	   is,	  being	  disconnected	  from	  the	  rest	  of	   the	  world	  by	  the	  endeavor	  of	  the	  European	  Union	  (62).	  However,	   the	   political	   science	   scholar	   Jelena	   Subotić	   along	  with	   Jean-­‐Arnault	   Dérens	   argue	  that,	  since	  its	  independence	  and	  especially	  nowadays,	  the	  official	  discourse	  in	  Croatia	  is	  going	  towards	   the	   fostering	   of	   a	   more	   central	   European	   and	  Mediterranean	   identity	   rather	   than	  Balkanic,	  the	  latter	  being	  seen	  as	  negative	  (Subotić	  324;	  Dérens	  22-­‐23).	  Croatia	  has	  stepped	  into	   that	  direction	   in	  2013	  when	  the	  country	   integrated	  the	  European	  Union	  (See	  Appendix	  A1).	  The	  narrative	  constructed	  by	  historians,	  who	  are	  sustained	  by	  the	  state,	  follows	  this	  exact	  same	  line	  by	  means	  of	  reforming	  the	  history	  curriculum	  in	  implementing	  the	  memory	  worth	  knowing	  and	  the	  sense	  of	  the	  new	  Croatian	  values	  (Subotić	  319-­‐321).	  Making	   a	   research	   on	   heritage,	   consumer	   behavior,	   and	   cultural	   consumption,	   Christina	  Goulding	  and	  Dino	  Domic	  tackle	  the	  outcome	  of	  using	  history	  as	  a	  palimpsest2	  in	  order	  to	  gain	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  2	  “Writing	  material	  (as	  a	  parchment	  or	  tablet)	  used	  one	  or	  more	  times	  after	  earlier	  writing	  has	  been	  erased.”	  (http://www.merriam-­‐webster.com/dictionary/palimpsest).	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power	   and	   control	   over	   the	   diverse	   identity	   representations	   of	   self	   and	   identity	   in	   Croatia	  (Goulding	  and	  Domic	  85-­‐86).	  The	  metaphor	  of	  the	  palimpsest	  is	  significant	  here	  as	  it	  suggests	  a	  perception	  of	  history	  as	  a	  narrative	  that	   is	  being	  constructed	  by	  ways	  of	  re-­‐writing	  it,	  and	  having	   different	   layers	   where	   some	   may	   be	   more	   obvious	   and	   predominant	   than	   others	  depending	  on	   the	  perspective.	  Mentioning	  Dentich	   in	  1996,	  Goulding	  and	  Domic	  assert	   that	  there	   has	   been	   a	   particular	   attention	   among	   the	   Yugoslav	   republics	   to	   build	   a	   national	  heritage	   in	  opposition	  to	  the	  unitarist	  Yugoslav	   ideal	  of	  a	  common	  heritage	  since	  the	  end	  of	  the	   Second	  World	  War	   (Dentich,	   qtd.	   in	   Goulding	   and	   Domic	   85).	   This	   has	   been	   seen	   as	   a	  problematic	  cognition	  for	  Croatia	  as	  the	  essence	  of	  the	  national	  desire	  comes	  from	  the	  period	  of	   the	   pro-­‐fascist	   collaborationist	   Croatian	   state	   (Subotić	   318).	   Both	   elites	   in	   Croatia	   and	  Serbia	  have	  played	  an	  important	  role	   in	  the	  historical	  reshuffle	  and	  construction	  of	  national	  identities	  (Goulding	  and	  Domic	  87).	  	  Referring	  to	  Palmer	  in	  2005	  and	  Pretes	  in	  2003,	  Goulding	  and	  Domic	  argue	  that	  the	  sense	  of	  national	   and	   cultural	   identity	   has	   also	   been	   constructed	   via	   the	   apparatus	   of	   “cultural	  production”,	   which	   might	   have	   affected	   history	   and	   tradition	   (Palmer,	   and	   Pretes,	   qtd.	   in	  Goulding	  and	  Domic	  88).	  	   	   	   	   	  
A	   national	   culture	   is	   a	   discourse,	   or	   a	   way	   of	   constructing	   meanings	   which	  
influences	  and	  organizes	  both	  actions	  and	  conceptions	  of	  self.	  (Hall	  and	  Gieben,	  qtd.	  in	  Goulding	  and	  Domic	  88).	  	  From	   this	   quote,	   Goulding	   argues	   that	   a	   natural	   culture	   as	   discourse,	   functions	   as	   a	  mechanism	   that	   constructs	  meanings	   about	   the	   idea	   of	   the	   “nation”	  with	  which	   people	   can	  relate	   to.	   Therefore	   this	   mechanism	   is	   a	   way	   to	   construct	   the	   illusion	   of	   “Croatianess”	  (Goulding	  and	  Domic	  88).	  	  In	   this	  section,	   the	  scholars	   frame	  the	  understanding	  of	   the	  creation	  of	   the	  national	   identity	  after	   the	   fall	   of	   Yugoslavia.	   The	   above	   review	   of	   existing	   research	   on	   the	   relation	   between	  Croatian	   national	   identity	   and	   history	   has	   illustrated	   important	   political,	   cultural	   and	  historical	  factors,	  which	  determined	  and	  created	  Croatian	  national	  sentiment.	  We	  will	  further	  present	   theories	  on	   the	  origins	  and	   concepts	  of	   “nation”	   and	  nationalism	   in	  Chapter	  3	  with	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Benedict	   Anderson	   and	   Eric	   J.	   Hobsbawm.	   This	   first	   review	   on	   national	   identity	   will	   be	  discussed	  in	  the	  next	  section	  with	  a	  particular	  attention	  on	  language.	  	  
2.2.	  The	  Croatian	  language:	  From	  Serbo-­‐Croatian	  to	  Croatian	  	  In	  this	  section,	  we	  will	  introduce	  the	  specificities	  of	  Serbo-­‐Croatian	  in	  order	  to	  emphasize	  on	  the	  linguistic	  aspects	  underlying	  the	  Croatian	  motives	  of	  national	  independence	  during	  Titoist	  Yugoslavia.	  The	  former	  will	  mainly	  be	  presented	  by	  referring	  to	  Jean-­‐Arnault	  Dérens	  and	  the	  language	   methodist	   Živojin	   Živojnović,	   who	   also	   works	   as	   a	   French	   to	   Serbo-­‐Croatian	  translator.	  	  	  According	   to	  Dérens,	   the	  name	  of	   the	   language	   in	  Croatia	   is	   today	  a	  highly	  political	  matter.	  Once	   called	   srpskohrvatski	   (Serbo-­‐Croatian)	   or	   hrvatskosrpski	   (Croato-­‐Serbian)3,	   it	   was	   a	  language	  unifying	  Bosnian,	  Croatian,	  Serbian,	  and	  Montenegrin	  (Dérens	  116).	  The	  language	  unification	  dates	  back	  to	  1850	  with	  the	  Vienna	  Agreement	  and	  was	  the	  work	  of	  three	   linguists:	   Ljudevit	   Gaj	   (1809-­‐1872),	   Jernej	   Kopitar	   (1780-­‐1844)	   and	   Vuk	   Stefanović	  Karadžić	   (1787-­‐1864).	   They	   have	   worked	   together	   on	   the	   congruity	   of	   the	   two	   language	  transcriptions,	  in	  Latin	  and	  Cyrillic	  alphabets.	  This	  was	  done	  accordingly	  to	  Karadžić	  principle	  of	  “one	  phoneme,	  one	  grapheme”:	  «	  Piši	  kao	  što	  govoriš	  »	  (Write	  as	  you	  speak).	  These	  linguists	  are	   considered	   to	   be	   the	   founders	   of	   a	   common	   Serbo-­‐Croatian	   language,	   with	   a	   united	  grammar	  and	  orthography	  (Dérens	  116).	  They	  created	  a	  common	  linguistic	  norm	  based	  on	  štokavski,	  one	  of	  the	  three	  dialects	  that	  are	  
štokavski,	  kajkavski	  and	  čakavski4.	  These	  dialects	  are	  designated	  according	   to	   the	   isogloss	  of	  the	   interrogative	   pronoun	   what	   or	   relative	   pronoun	   that:	   što,	   kaj	   and	   ča.	   We	   can	   find	  Kajkavian	  speakers	  in	  North-­‐western	  Croatia,	  in	  the	  territory	  around	  the	  Croatian	  capital	  city	  Zagreb,	  and	  the	  Čakavian	  dialect	  in	  different	  parts	  of	  the	  Croatian	  coastline	  and	  on	  the	  islands	  (Dérens	   116;	   Živojnović	   5-­‐7).	   These	   three	   dialects	   are	   only	   large	   ensembles	   (See	  Appendix	  A3).	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  3	  This	  can	  also	  be	  written	  as	  Serbo-­‐Croat	  or	  Croato-­‐Serb. 4	  The	  English	  translation	  of	  the	  terms	  can	  be:	  Štokavian,	  Kajkavian	  and	  Čakavian	  (See	  appendix	  B). 	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Indeed,	   both	   the	   American	   born	   Ronelle	   Alexander	   and	   the	   Croatian	   born	   Ivo	   Žanić	   are	  scholars	  who	  argue	  in	  a	  sociolinguistic	  approach	  that	  the	  dialectal	  situation	  is	  more	  complex,	  as	   the	   dialects	   are	   regionally	   distinct	   one	   from	   another,	   because	   of	   the	   different	   historical	  influences	   that	   incurred	   in	   the	  Croatian	   region.	  That	   is	  why	   the	   consideration	  of	  dialects	   in	  Croatia	   is	   also	   very	   meaningful	   (Alexander	   410;	   Žanić	   14).	   Along	   with	   this	   statement,	   the	  Croatian	   linguist	   Snježana	   Kordić,	   translated	   in	   French	   by	   Christine	   Chalhoub-­‐Jönsson,	  assesses	  that	  although	  the	  mutual	  intelligibility	  between	  speakers	  of	  Serbo-­‐Croatian	  variants	  is	   not	   questionable,	   this	   is	   not	   the	   case	   between	   speakers	   of	   Croatian	   dialects	   (Kordić	   and	  Chalhoub-­‐Jönsson	  34).	  Three	   forms	   of	   speaking	   or	   sub-­‐dialects	   (govori)	   should	   be	   differentiated:	   ekavski,	   jekavski	  and	   ikavski5,	  which	  are	  also	  present	   in	  Croatian	  dialects	  (See	  Appendix	  A2).	  These	  different	  forms	  of	  dialects	  derive	  as	  a	  result	  of	   the	  alteration	  of	   the	   letter	   jat	   (Živojnović	  7).	  Here	  are	  some	  examples:	  	   Forms	  of	  speaking	   Ekavski	   Jekavski	   Ikavski	  Transformation	  of	  the	  letter	  jat	   -­‐e	   -­‐je	  or	  -­‐ije	   -­‐i	  Translation	  of	  milk6	   Mleko	   Mlijeko	   Mliko	  Translation	  of	  a	  bear	   Medved	   Medvjed	   Medvid7	  
	  
	   Table	  1.	  Forms	  of	  speaking	  (or	  sub-­‐dialects)	  in	  Serbo-­‐Croatian.	  	  The	  Cyrillic	  alphabet	  (ćirilica)	  is	  found	  in	  Serbia,	  Montenegro	  and	  in	  a	  part	  of	  Bosnia,	  and	  the	  Latin	  alphabet	  (latinica)	   is	   found	   in	  Croatia	  and	  Bosnia-­‐Hercegovina.	  The	   two	  alphabets	  are	  symbols	  of	  identity,	  which	  however,	  does	  not	  exclude	  mutual	  understanding	  as	  well.	  	  The	  New	  Zealander	   linguist	  Robert	  D.	  Greenberg	  along	  with	  Keith	  Langston	  and	  Anita	  Peti-­‐Stantić,	   who	   take	   a	   sociolinguistic	   approach,	   also	   agree	   on	   the	   fact	   that	   there	   is	   a	   mutual	  understanding	  among	  Serbo-­‐Croatian	  speakers	  (Greenberg	  33;	  Langston	  and	  Peti-­‐Stantić	  67).	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  5	  See	  the	  English	  translation	  in	  Appendix	  B.	  
6 The	  following	  example	  is	  extracted	  from	  Živojnović	  (7). 7	  The	  following	  example	  is	  extracted	  from	  Jozić	  and	  Virč	  (67). 	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However,	   Živojnović	  mentions	   that	   the	  name	  of	   the	   language	   is	   seen	   as	   an	   issue	  because	   it	  includes	   the	  names	  of	  peoples	   (Živojnović	  8).	  Referring	   to	  Lunt	   in	  1984,	  Langston	  and	  Peti-­‐Stantić	   explain	   the	   latter	   by	   asserting	   that	   the	   name	   of	   the	   language	   was	   a	   barrier	   to	   the	  modern	  idea	  of	  the	  separate	  nations	  after	  the	  fall	  of	  Yugoslavia,	  i.e.	  one	  nation,	  one	  language,	  one	   territory	   and	   one	   state	   (Lunt,	   qtd.	   in	   Langston	   and	   Peti-­‐Stantić	   3).	   The	   Croatian	   born	  sociolinguist	  Mate	  Kapović	  further	  explains	  the	  problematic	  name	  of	  Serbo-­‐Croatian	  language	  in	   the	   sense	   that	   it	   does	   not	   represent	   all	   of	   its	   speakers,	   e.g.	   Bosniak	   (or	   Bosnian)8	  and	  Montenegrin	  (Kapović	  54).	  In	   the	  Yugoslav	  Federation,	  Serbo-­‐Croatian	  was	  an	  official	   language	  along	  with	  Slovene	  and	  Macedonian.	   The	   official	   language	   policy	   mentioned	   Serbian	   and	   Croatian	   as	   variants	   of	  Serbo-­‐Croatian,	  in	  order	  to	  foster	  national	  unity	  (Langston	  and	  Peti-­‐Stantić	  4).	  Plurilingualism	  and	   difference	   in	   terms	   of	   accents	   and	   dialects	   (and	   sub-­‐dialects)	   were	   accepted,	   with	   the	  exception	   of	   the	   use	   of	   language	   in	   the	   army,	   where	   Serbo-­‐Croatian	   was	   the	   only	  commandment	   language	   (Dérens	  117).	  Even	  so,	   the	   term	  Serbo-­‐Croatian	   is	   and	  was	  mostly	  used	   as	   scientific	   terminology,	   rather	   than	   in	  usage	   among	   the	   general	   Croatian	  population	  (Kordić	  and	  Chalhoub-­‐Jönsson	  35).	  The	  first	  fruits	  towards	  the	  recognition	  of	  Croatian	  as	  official	  language	  in	  1991	  were	  the	  most	  famous	  Croatian	  writers	  and	  intellectuals	  gathering	  in	  Zagreb,	  and	  signing	  the	  “Declaration	  on	  the	  Status	  and	  Name	  of	  the	  Croatian	  Standard	  Language”	  in	  1967.	  The	  purpose	  of	  this	  act	  was	  to	  show	  the	  unwillingness	  to	  be	  submissive	  towards	  Serbian	  hegemony	  and	  the	  enforcement	  of	  the	  Serbian	  variant	  as	  the	  standard	  model	  (Dérens	  117;	  Alexander	  414)	  by	  asking	  for	  more	  autonomy,	   for	   instance	   in	   showing	   the	   specificity	   of	   the	   Croatian	   language	   (Dérens	   117;	  Langston	  and	  Peti-­‐Stantić	  110).	  	  This	  position	  was	  again	  claimed	  a	  few	  years	  later	  during	  the	  1971	  Croatian	  Spring,	  Hrvatsko	  
proljeće	  or	  masovni	  pokret,	  also	  known	  as	  MASPOK,	  which	  was	  a	  series	  of	  claims	  made	  to	  gain	  more	  autonomy	  within	  Yugoslavia,	  especially	  with	  regards	  to	  politico-­‐economical	  matters	  as	  well	   as	   some	   socio-­‐cultural	   issues.	   This	   movement	   was	   ended	   with	   the	   use	   of	   force.	  Nevertheless,	   Josip	  Broz,	  also	  known	  as	  Tito,	   took	   into	  consideration	   the	  demands	  when	  he	  wrote	  the	  new	  Yugoslav	  Constitution	  in	  1974	  (Dérens	  117,	  143-­‐145).	  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  8	  Bosnian	  refers	  to	  the	  inhabitants	  of	  Bosnia,	  and	  Bosniak	  to	  Bosniaks,	  i.e.	  Bosnian	  Muslims. 	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The	  1971	  mass	  movement	  was	  a	  prelude	  to	  what	  would	  lead	  Croatia	  to	  its	  independence.	  As	  the	   independence	   of	   the	   country	   was	   obtained,	   a	   number	   of	   politicians	   and	   intellectuals	  encouraged	   calling	   the	   language	   “Croatian”	   and	   lots	   of	   efforts	   were	   made	   to	   ensure	   the	  differentiation	  of	  Croatian	  from	  its	  former	  language	  partners:	  	  
In	  the	  1990s,	  the	  Croatian	  Democratic	  Union	  (Hrvatska	  Demokratska	  Zajednica)	  
and	   the	   nationalist	   intellectuals	   even	   made	   a	   lot	   of	   efforts	   in	   reinforcing	   the	  
“differentiation”	  of	  the	  language,	  especially	  by	  creating	  new	  words	  to	  designate	  
modern	  realities	  ....	  At	  that	  time,	  some	  newspapers	  had	  created	  a	  contest	  to	  give	  a	  
reward	   to	  whom	  will	   invent	   the	  most	  beautiful	   “Croatian”	  words,	  while	  a	   legal	  
sanction	   for	   the	   use	   of	   “non-­‐Croatian”	   words	   was	   badly	   considered.	   (Dérens	  118)9	  	  According	  to	  Dérens,	  all	  of	   these	  efforts	   towards	  the	  creation	  of	  a	  national	   language	  are	  not	  entirely	  accepted	  by	  the	  Croatian	  population.	  Indeed,	  some	  see	  in	  this	  a	  political	  usage	  of	  the	  language	   (Dérens	   118).	   The	   French	   linguist	   Paul-­‐Louis	   Thomas,	   for	   instance,	   argues	   that	  Croatian	   is	   still,	   in	   terms	   of	   language	   structure	   and	   morphology,	   very	   close	   to	   the	   other	  languages	  that	  were	  unified	  under	  the	  name	  Serbo-­‐Croatian	  (Dérens	  118-­‐119).	  	  	  As	  we	  have	  presented	   so	   far,	   there	   is	  on	   the	  one	  hand	   the	  occurrence	  of	  dynamic	   language	  variations,	  which	  can	  be	  seen	  among	  the	  speakers	  of	  Serbo-­‐Croatian	  as	  well	  as	  the	  speakers	  of	  the	   Croatian	   variant;	   on	   the	   other	   hand	   there	   are	   other	   political	   formations	   that	   will	   use	  language	   as	   constituents	   in	   a	   hegemonic	  process10.	   Indeed,	  we	  have	   seen	  how	   the	  Croatian	  republic	   tried	   to	   counter	   the	   perceived	   Serbian	   hegemony	   within	   Yugoslavia.	   Historically,	  Dérens	   has	   shown	   that	   interests	   towards	   Croatian	   autonomy	   occurred	   within	   Yugoslavia	  during	  Tito’s	   leadership.	  This	   leads	   to	   the	  next	   section,	  which	  will	   have	  a	  primary	   focus	  on	  efforts	   to	   purify	   and	   standardize	   the	   Croatian	   language,	   which	   took	   place	   after	   the	  independence	  in	  order	  to	  build	  a	  more	  unified	  Croatian	  identity.	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  9	  Translated	  from	  French	  in	  Dérens	  (118). 10	  See	  Section	  3.3.5.	  for	  Laclau	  &	  Mouffe’s	  definition	  of	  hegemony 	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2.3.	  New	  Croatian	  	  	  
Language	   planners	   in	   Croatia	   have	   put	   a	   great	   deal	   of	   effort	   into	   creating	   a	  
linguistic	   norm	   which	   would	   crystallize	   and	   express	   the	   specifically	   Croatian	  
national-­‐ethnic	   identity	   and	   which	   would	   explicitly	   be	   something	   other	   than	  
Serbo-­‐Croatian	  (which	  they	  perceive	  as	  essentially	  Serbian).	  Only	  the	  future	  will	  
tell	   how	   many	   of	   these	   linguistic	   innovations	   take	   root	   in	   actual	   usage.	  (Alexander	  415)	  	  As	  Alexander	  argues	   in	   the	  above	  quote,	   there	  have	  been	  efforts	  made	   towards	  a	   “Croatian	  national-­‐ethnic	   identity”	   through	   language.	  The	  purpose	  of	   this	  section	   is	   to	   introduce	  what	  various	  scholars	  have	  argued	  regarding	  those	  efforts,	  the	  instigators	  as	  well	  as	  the	  means,	  and	  the	  responses	  of	  the	  general	  public	  in	  Croatia.	  	  	  	  When	  focusing	  on	  the	  role	  that	  Croatian	  language	  plays	  in	  the	  identity	  construction	  processes	  since	   the	   1990’s,	   the	   notion	   of	   “language	   planning”	   becomes	   relevant.	   Langston	   and	   Peti-­‐Stantić	  refer	  to	  Haugen’s	  definition	   in	  1959,	  stating	  that	   language	  planning	  is	   the	  process	  of	  developing	   a	   standard	   language,	   which	   “involves	   the	   conscious	   choices	   and	   efforts	   to	  implement	  those	  choices	  on	  a	  societal	  scale”	  (Haugen,	  qtd.	   in	  Langston	  and	  Peti-­‐Stantić	  33).	  Referring	   to	  Cooper	   in	  1989,	  Langston	  and	  Peti-­‐Stantić	  assert	   that	   these	  choices	  and	  efforts	  are	   deliberately	   made	   to	   change	   linguistic	   behaviors	   (Cooper,	   qtd.	   in	   Langston	   and	   Peti-­‐Stantić	   33).	   Langston	   &	   Peti-­‐Stantić	   differentiate	   the	   macro	   and	   micro	   levels	   of	   language	  policy	  and	  language	  planning	  according	  to	  Czerwiński’s	  model	  (Czerwiński,	  qtd.	   in	  Langston	  and	  Peti-­‐Stantić	  37).	  On	   the	  one	  hand,	   the	  macro	   level	   characterizes	   the	  government’s	   legal	  framework	  in	  which	  it	  enacts	  a	  language	  policy.	  On	  the	  other	  hand,	  the	  micro	  level	  represents	  the	   language	   planning	   through	   “academic	   institutions,	   scholarly	   literature,	   communication	  with	  society”	  (Langston	  and	  Peti-­‐Stantić	  37).	  	  	  The	  Croatian	  linguist	  Sanda	  Lucija	  Udier	  argues	  that	  the	  recognition	  of	  Croatian	  as	  a	  specific	  language	  was	   the	  main	   focus	  of	   language	  policy	   in	  Croatia	  after	   its	   independence.	  Efforts	  of	  standardization	   and	   purification	   were	   made	   in	   order	   to	   reinforce	   the	   Croatian	   national	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identity	   (Udier	  88).	  These	  efforts	  were	   the	   result	  of	   the	  desire	   to	  divide	   the	  Serbo-­‐Croatian	  language	  into	  two	  separate	  languages:	  Croatian	  and	  Serbian	  (Subotić	  319;	  Alexander	  415).	  	  The	  term	  “new	  Croatian”	  (novohrvatski)	  was	  coined	  to	  crystallize	  the	  purification	  process	  of	  the	   language,	   which	   was	   “(to	   varying	   degrees)	   a	   political	   necessity”	   for	   the	   1991-­‐1999	  government	  of	  Franjo	  Tudjman	  (Alexander	  415).	  	  As	   we	   mentioned	   earlier	   in	   section	   2.2.	   Dérens	   argues	   that	   “the	   HDZ	   government	   and	  nationalist	   intellectuals”	   have	   conducted	   these	   efforts	   after	   the	   independence	   of	   Croatia	  (Dérens	   118).	   Langston	   and	   Peti-­‐Stantić	   lengthen	   the	   list	   of	   the	   ones	   who	   had	   influenced	  language	  planning	  in	  Croatia,	  by	  arguing	  that	  “the	  government,	  educational	  system,	  academic	  institutions,	  media	  and	  private	  individuals	  have	  played	  an	  active	  role”	  in	  efforts	  to	  implement	  changes	   in	   the	   language	   and	   “influence	   linguistic	   behavior”	   (Langston	   and	   Peti-­‐Stantić	   13).	  Speaking	   from	   the	   register	  of	  English	   language	  and	   literature	   studies,	   the	  Croatian	   scholars	  Marija	  Perić	  and	  Sanja	  Škifić	  assert	  that	  linguists	  investigated	  the	  efforts	  of	  purification	  before	  and	  after	   the	   independence	   (Perić	   and	  Škifić	  82).	  Nevertheless,	   these	  authors	  all	   agree	   that	  the	  efforts	  were	  to	  purify	  the	  language	  from	  Serbianisms.	  	  After	   the	   independence,	   the	   Croatian	   government	   has	   promulgated	   laws	   in	   relation	   to	  language	   policy	   covering	   areas	   such	   as	   “the	   media,	   the	   educational	   system,	   business	   and	  commerce,	  the	  judicial	  system,	  the	  military,	  and	  other	  areas	  of	  governmental	  administration”	  (Langston	   and	   Peti-­‐Stantić	   132).	   For	   instance,	   legal	   and	   military	   terminologies	   were	  reintroduced	  (Langston	  and	  Peti-­‐Stantić	  136-­‐137).	  	  According	   to	   Greenberg,	   the	   agenda	   of	   language	   planners	   was	   to	   set	   up	   national	   identity	  markers	  in	  the	  language	  by	  “changing	  spelling	  rules,	  coining	  new	  words,	  preparing	  curricula,	  producing	  dictionaries	  and	  spelling	  guides”	  (Greenberg	  33)	  among	  other	  ways.	  In	  the	  process	  of	  teaching	  the	  pure	  version	  of	  Croatian	  to	  the	  general	  public,	  there	  was	  a	  particular	  attention	  on	  changing	  the	  lexicon	  (Langston	  and	  Peti-­‐Stantić	  4),	  but	  not	  only	  by	  targeting	  Serbian	  words	  but	   also	   loanwords	   from	   foreign	   languages	   (Alexander	   415).	   Referring	   to	  Drljača	  Margić	   in	  2014,	  Perić	  and	  Škifić	  as	  well	  as	  Kapović	  argue	  that	  Anglicisms	  have	  recently	  been	  the	  target	  in	  the	  Croatian	  language	  (Drljača	  Margić,	  qtd.	  in	  Perić	  and	  Škifić	  82;	  Kapović	  48).	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  In	  order	  for	  the	  general	  public	  to	  get	  accustomed	  to	  the	  new	  words,	  books,	  dictionaries	  and	  “newspaper	   columns”	   were	   published	   (Alexander	   415).	   This	   can	   seem	   as	   non-­‐influential	  components	  but	  Kapović	  reminds	  us	  that	  “orthographical	  handbooks	  are	  often	  best-­‐sellers”	  in	  Croatia	   and	   that	   language	   has	   also	   an	   important	   place	   in	   the	   media	   via	   debates	   and	  discussions	   (Kapović	   46).	   Kapović	   also	   tackles	   the	   importance	   of	   lektori	   in	   Croatian,	   those	  who	   list	   formally	   and	   informally	  which	   are	   the	   correct	   and	   incorrect	   forms	   of	   the	   Croatian	  language	  (Kapović	  52).	  Snježana	  Kordić,	   formulates	   that	   purism	   is	   a	  way	   to	   increase	   nationalism,	  which	  ultimately	  categorizes	  Croatian	  in	  a	  positive	  way	  and	  the	  Others	  in	  a	  negative	  one	  (Kordić	  22).	  Kapović	  agrees	   with	   her	   by	   arguing	   that	   language	   was	   used	   to	   enforce	   nationalist	   and	   xenophobic	  agendas	  (Kapović	  48).	  	  According	   to	   Perić	   and	   Škifić,	   Snježana	   Kordić	   argues	   that	   purism	   is	   and	   never	   was	   the	  prevalent	   view	   among	   the	   Croatian	   population,	   rather	   the	   motivation	   of	   some	   linguists	  (Kordić,	   qtd.	   in	   Perić	   and	   Škifić	   83).	   According	   to	   Kapović,	   the	   general	   attitude	   towards	  purism	  and	  as	  we	  mentioned	  earlier	   the	  efforts	  of	   implementing	  new	  “Croatian”	  words	  was	  two-­‐sided:	  On	   the	  one	  hand,	   responses	  were	   to	  make	   fun	  of	   it,	  because	  some	  of	  new	  words	  such	   as	   “zrakomlat	   (lit.	   ‘air-­‐thrasher’)	   for	   the	   usual	  helikopter	   ‘helicopter’”	  was	   a	   source	   of	  popular	   jokes.	  On	   the	   other	   hand,	   attitudes	  were	   to	   be	   afraid	   of	   speaking	   the	   language,	   for	  instance	  in	  fear	  of	  “making	  a	  mistake”	  or	  “not	  knowing	  your	  own	  language”	  (Kapović	  49).	  	  	  The	  outcome	  of	  the	  purist	  efforts	  is	  contrasted	  as	  some	  of	  the	  new,	  or	  reintroduced,	  words	  are	  used	  on	  a	  daily	  basis,	  others	  are	  not	  (Kapović	  49).	  The	  efforts	  of	   linguistic	  nationalism	  from	  the	   nineties	   are	   nowadays	   questioned,	   for	   instance	   by	   some	   linguists	   such	   as	   the	   former	  mentioned	  Snježana	  Kordić	  (Dérens	  118).	  	  By	  reviewing	  existing	  scholarly	  work,	  this	  section	  has	  been	  able	  to	  show	  that	  there	  have	  been	  efforts	   of	   purification	   on	   Croatian	   language,	   on	   macro	   as	   well	   as	   micro	   levels,	   through	  language	   planning	   and	   policies.	  Moreover,	   some	   scholars	   discussed	   the	   term	   “purism”	   as	   a	  problematic	  term	  amongst	  the	  general	  Croatian	  public.	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2.4.	  Croatian	  youth,	  dialects	  and	  English	  	  In	   this	   section,	  we	  will	   present	   existing	   research	   and	   findings	   investigating	  Croatian	   youth.	  Only	  a	  few	  of	  the	  scholars,	  whom	  we	  have	  previously	  mentioned	  in	  Chapter	  2	  has	  had	  young	  Croatian	   people,	   or	   students	   as	   their	   primary	   group	   of	   investigation.	   The	   scholars	   we	  will	  introduce	   in	   the	   following	   address	   the	   attitudes	   of	   the	   Croatian	   youth	   towards	   language	  variations,	  Croatian	  and	  English.	  	  With	   regards	   to	   the	   recent	   purist	   efforts	   targeting	   Anglicisms	   in	   the	   Croatian	   language,	  researches	   have	   shown	   that	   the	   young	   Croatian	   generation	   leans	   towards	   the	   use	   of	  Anglicisms	  rather	  than	  really	  using	  or	  even	  knowing	  the	  Croatian	  equivalents	  (Perić	  and	  Škifić	  79).	  	  	  In	   addition	   to	   that,	   the	   Croatian	   born	   scholar,	   Drljača	   Margić,	   from	   English	   language	   and	  literature	  studies,	  has	  made	  a	  research	  on	  language	  contact	  by	  focusing	  on	  students’	  attitude	  towards	  English	  language	  at	  the	  University	  of	  Rijeka.	  Her	  findings	  reveal	  that	  the	  majority	  of	  participants	  view	  the	  use	  of	  English	  as	  going	  in	  different	  directions,	  and	  vary	  in	  answers	  such	  as	  an	  “inevitable	  phenomenon”,	   “freedom	  of	  choice”,	   “snobbery”,	   “resistance	   to	  purism”	  and	  “insufficient	  popularization	  of	  native	  equivalent”	  whereas	  the	  minority	  sees	  it	  as	  a	  “threat	  to	  national	  identity”	  and	  “lack	  of	  care	  of	  the	  Croatian	  language”	  (Drljača	  Margić	  78).	  	  Studying	   the	   attitudes	   towards	   language	   variations	   among	   young	   Croatians	   in	   Zagreb,	   the	  Croatian	   born	   linguistic	   scholars,	   Lucija	   Šimičić	   and	   Anita	   Sujoldžić,	   argue	   that	   in	   terms	   of	  social	  attractiveness	  the	  standard	  variation	  is	  low-­‐ranked	  but,	  in	  terms	  of	  its	  competence,	  it	  is	  highly	  ranked.	  However,	  this	  tendency	  goes	  in	  the	  opposite	  direction	  when	  it	  comes	  to	  local	  dialectal	   variations	   (Šimičić	   and	   Sujoldžić	   101).	   The	   Croatian	   linguists	   also	   notice	   two	  differences	   in	   appreciation	   between	   Zagrebian	   and	   non-­‐Zagrebian:	   Firstly,	   Croatians	   who	  immigrated	  to	  Zagreb	  greatly	  show	  “higher	  appreciation	  of	  the	  Standard”.	  Secondly,	  they	  also	  give	  a	  better	  appreciation	  of	  Serbian	  and	  Bosnian	  variants	  (Šimičić	  and	  Sujoldžić	  106).	  	  	  This	   section	   has	   shed	   light	   on	   existing	   research	   investigating	   Croatian	   youth’s	   relation	   to	  language	   variations	   and	   the	   use	   of	   English.	   These	   findings	   show	   that	   there	   are	   different	  
	   20	  
attitudes	  towards	  the	  Standard	  and	  the	  non-­‐Standard	  variants	  depending	  on	  the	  region.	  Also	  that	  young	  Croatians	  are	  keener	   to	  use	  Anglicisms	   in	   the	  Croatian	   language	  rather	   than	   the	  purist	   new	  words.	   Purists	  who	   are	   against	   English	   loanwords	   are	   a	  minority	   among	   those	  young	  people.	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CHAPTER 3. METHODOLOGY 	  	  In	  the	  previous	  section,	  we	  have	  exemplified	  different	  aspects	  regarding	  Croatian	  identity	  and	  language	   through	  existing	  scholarly	  research.	  These	  concepts	  will	  be	  ongoing	   themes	   in	   the	  following	   chapter,	   as	   we	   will	   present	   theorists	   conceptualizing	   language,	   identity,	   and	  nationalism.	  Furthermore,	  we	  will	  describe	  the	  method	  used	  to	  gather	  the	  empirical	  data	  as	  well	  as	  the	  strategy,	  which	  we	  will	  apply	  in	  the	  analysis.	  	  
3.1.	  Theoretical	  Framework	  	  In	  order	  to	  answer	  our	  problem	  formulation,	  the	  following	  section	  will	  be	  divided	  into	  three	  categories:	   language,	   identity,	   and	   nationalism.	   Two	   theorists	   will	   be	   presented	   in	   each	  category.	   Firstly,	   we	   will	   use	   Elana	   Shohamy	   and	   Pierre	   Bourdieu	   with	   regards	   to	  conceptualizing	   language	  as	   a	   social	   construction,	   secondly,	   Stuart	  Hall	   and	  Louis	  Althusser	  for	   the	   concept	   of	   identity,	   and	   thirdly,	   Benedict	   Anderson	   and	   Eric	   J.	   Hobsbawm	   for	   the	  concept	  of	  nationalism.	  	  
3.1.1.	  Language	  	  
Language	   …	   is	   a	   living	   organism	   that	   has	   no	   fixed	   or	   discrete	   markers,	   no	  
imposed	   definitions	   of	   correct	   or	   incorrect,	   native	   or	   non-­‐native	   or	   other	  
artificial	   categories	   that	   are	   meant	   to	   control,	   limit	   and	   impose	   on	   people’s	  
external	   rules	   of	   interaction	   and	   use	  with	   regard	   to	   fixed	   notions	   of	   how	   they	  
should	  act	  and	  express	  themselves.	  (Shohamy	  1) 
 With	  the	  book	  “Language	  Policy:	  Hidden	  Agendas	  and	  New	  Approaches”	  from	  2006,	  Professor	  of	   Language	   Education	   at	   the	   School	   of	   Education	   at	   Tel	   Aviv	   University,	   Elana	   Shohamy,	  shows	  the	  importance	  of	   language	  as	  a	  socio-­‐political	   issue.	  She	  argues	  that	  the	  general	  and	  widely	   recognized	   views	   that	   consider	   language,	   as	   a	   closed	   and	   restricted	   system,	   are	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unknowingly	   influenced	   by	   language	   policies.	   Her	   claim	   is	   that	   these	   policies,	   which	   are	  devised	  by	  politicians,	   linguists	  and	  educationalists,	   impose	  and	  sustain	  a	  “pure,	  hegemonic,	  standard	  and	  oppressive”	   linguistic	  system	  (xviii).	  The	   indoctrination	  of	   the	  public	  prevents	  and	   limits	   personal	   freedom	   and	   democracy.	   In	   order	   to	   counter	   the	   hegemonic	  understanding	   of	   what	   language	   is	   and	   how	   it	   should	   be	   used,	   Shohamy	   presents	   and	  advocates	   to	   understand	   language	   as	   something	   personal	   and	   unique,	   encompassing	  inexhaustible	   “mixes,	   combinations,	   hybrids	   and	   fusions”,	   and	   incorporating	   unlimited	  “devices,	  modes	  and	  codes	  of	  expression”	  (2). Furthermore,	   Shohamy	   attempts	   to	   unravel	   the	   manipulative	   mechanisms	   that	   enable	   a	  language	   to	   be	   falsely	   interpreted.	   The	   power	   relations	   between	   language	   mechanisms,	  policies,	   and	   practices	   cause	   differences	   in	   interpretation.	   This	   power	   relation	   must	   be	  understood	   as	   follows:	  mechanisms	   of	   language create	   language	   policies,	   which	   then	   affect	  language	   practices;	   ultimately	   affecting	   language	   realities.	   Shohamy	   exemplifies	   these	  mechanisms	  as	  “rules	  and	  regulations,	  language	  educational	  policies,	  language	  tests,	  language	  in	  the	  public	  space	  as	  well	  as	  ideologies,	  myths,	  propaganda	  and	  coercion”	  (56).	  
 Here,	  power	  has	  to	  be	  understood	  from	  a	  Foucauldian	  perspective,	  meaning	  that	  power	  is	  not	  exclusively	   in	   the	   hands	   of	   identifiable	   authority;	   rather	   it	   is	   something	   relational	   that	  circulates	  in	  the	  different	  societal	  layers,	  i.e.	  power	  is	  everywhere	  (Foucault,	  Two	  Lectures	  98).	  As	  a	   result,	  mechanisms	  along	  with	  policies	  and	  practices	  are	  not	  only	  declared	  and	  official	  sources	   (Shohamy	   xv).	   The	   power	   system	   in	   which	   language	   is	   used	   is	   thus	   tacit	   and	  expressed	   at	   the	   same	   time.	   It	   goes	   without	   saying	   that	   the	   power,	   of	   states	   and	   large	  companies,	  has	  to	  be	  considered	  a	  great	  importance,	  because	  it	  directly	  infiltrates	  the	  societal	  structures	  (xv-­‐xvi).	  Language	  is	  used	  as	  a	  tool	  to	  manipulate,	  categorize,	  and	  differentiate	  the	  individual	   and	   groups,	   generating	   “us	   and	   them”	   discourses,	   inclusion	   and	  marginalization,	  language	   hierarchies,	   form	   group	   memberships,	   shape	   the	   relation	   towards	   patriotic	  devotedness,	  connect	  people	  of	  different	  economical	  ranks,	  and	  classify	  subject	  identities	  (xv).	  The	   manipulations	   that	   affect	   language	   practices	   in	   the	   end,	   can	   serve	   the	   ideological	  purposes	  of	  uniformizing,	  and	  purifying	  a	  language	  by	  dictating	  how	  to	  use	  it	  (xvii). There	   can	  also	  be	  positive	   alternatives	   to	   these	  uses	  of	   language.	   Language	  may	  be	  used	  to	  diversify	  and	  language	  policies	  may	  underpin	  the	  use	  of	  endless	  variations	  of	  a	  language.	  For	  instance	   in	   engaging	   with	   linguistic	   activism	   and	   resistance,	   via	   these	   power-­‐related	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mechanisms	  and	  policies,	  in	  order	  to	  lead	  to	  a	  more	  democratic	  and	  inclusive	  dynamic	  system	  (xvii). In	  this	  regard,	  the	  role	  that	  language	  plays	  within	  nation-­‐states	  is	  important	  regarding	  the	  fact	  that	   authoritative	   collectives	   use	   it	   as	   a	   tool	   to	   preserve	   “homogeneity,	   hegemony	   and	  monolingualism”	  in	  a	  nationalist	  impetus.	  This	  tool	  is	  used	  both	  against	  those	  who	  search	  for	  the	  opportunity	   to	  participate,	  have	  a	  voice,	  and	  be	  represented,	  and	  against	   those	  who	  use	  language	   as	   a	   tool	   of	   boundless	   expression	   and	   plays	   with	   the	   manifold	   possibilities	   that	  language	  can	  offer	  (xvii).	  Regarding	   the	   nation-­‐state,	   considering	   language,	   as	   the	   aforementioned	   imposed	  interpretation	   is	  a	  symbolic	  way	  of	  relating	   language	  to	  a	  political	  entity,	   in	  order	  to	  define,	  legitimize,	   and	   integrate	   people	   as	   part	   of	   “the	   nation”.	  However,	   the	   conception	   of	   today’s	  nation	  should	  reflect	  on	  its	  constituent	  diversity	  (2). 
 The	   relation	   between	   language	   and	   identity	   has	   also	   been	   studied	   thoroughly	   by	   Pierre	  Bourdieu.	   The	   French	   sociologist	   describes	   language	   as	   a	   socio-­‐historical	   phenomenon,	  challenging	   previous	   conceptions	   of	   language	   as	   something	   granted.	   He	   describes	   it	   as	   the	  outcome	  of	  a	  compound	  of	  social,	  historical,	  and	  political	  conditions	  (Bourdieu,	  Language	  5). The	  French	  born	  professor	  of	   linguistic	  sciences	  Claude	  Le	  Manchec	  explains	  how	  Bourdieu	  denounces	   the	   symbolic	   power	   of	   language,	   through	   his	   critics	   of	   four	   discourses:	   the	  teacher’s,	  the	  politician’s,	  the	  philosopher’s	  and	  the	  journalist’s	  (Le	  Manchec	  124).	  He	  argues	  that	  in	  a	  dialog	  between	  two	  interlocutors,	  there	  is	  a	  relation	  of	  power	  maintained	  by	  one	  of	  them;	  it	  should	  not	  be	  seen	  as	  a	  mere	  exchange	  (Le	  Manchec	  123)	  Furthermore,	  Le	  Manchec	  argues	   that,	   according	   to	  Bourdieu,	   language	   is	   constructed	  on	   the	  basis	   of	   social	   laws.	   For	  instance,	  he	  aims	  to	  show	  the	  discursive	  power	  relation	  instituted	  in	  the	  relation	  between	  the	  teacher/professor	  and	  the	  pupils/students.	  He	  argues	  that	  this	  relation	  is	   legitimized	  by	  the	  language	  production	  of	  the	  dominant	  or	  more	  educated	  social	  group	  (Le	  Manchec	  123-­‐124). The	  teacher	  is	  thus	  implicitly,	  in	  the	  way	  he	  teaches,	  imposing	  to	  the	  pupils	  the	  right	  way	  to	  speak	   or	   the	   proper	   use	   of	   the	   language.	   The	   teacher	   legitimizes	   the	   power	   relation	   via	  his/her	   linguistic	   skills,	   mastery	   of	   the	   language,	   and	   the	   recognition	   he	   gets,	   for	   instance	  from	  the	  students	  (Le	  Manchec	  123-­‐124). 
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The	  teacher’s	  dominant	  discourse	  is	  inherent	  to	  the	  presence	  of	  an	  institution	  that	  conditions	  the	   rules	   in	   order	   for	   the	   dominant	   discourse	   to	   produce	   effect.	   To	   elaborate,	   the	   power	  comes	   indirectly	   from	   the	   individual	   (here	   the	   teacher),	   however	   emanates	   from	   a	   higher	  dominant	   social	   group	   in	   the	   first	   place.	   In	   that	   sense,	   language	   practices	   have	   to	   be	  understood	   as	   social	   practices.	   Via	   the	   various	   representation	   of	   a	   same	   language,	   the	  dominant	   discourse	   creates	   effective	   social	   microcosms	   governed	   by	   more	   or	   less	  constraining	  rules	  that	  exposes	  a	  symbolic	  construction	  of	  reality	  (Le	  Manchec	  126).	  
 Referring	   to	   Bourdieu’s	   central	   conception	   “habitus”,	   Le	   Manchec	   assesses,	   regarding	  language	  and	  the	  use	  of	  language,	  that	  we	  can	  talk	  about	  “linguistic	  habitus”,	  which	  creates	  a	  social	   hierarchy	   (Le	   Manchec	   125).	   Briefly,	   the	   concept	   of	   habitus	   developed	   by	   Bourdieu	  illustrates	   the	   mechanics	   of	   social	   inequalities	   (from	   primary	   to	   secondary	   socialization:	  childhood,	  adolescence	  to	  adulthood)	  that	  are	  involved	  in	  the	  process	  of	  social	  reproduction. 
 Bourdieu	  argues	  in	  his	  chapter	  “Identity	  and	  Representation”	  that	  language,	  as	  a	  criterion,	  is	  a	  mental	   representation	  related	   to	  symbolic	  power.	  Then	  he	  argues	  how	  markers	   linked	  with	  the	  place	  of	  origins,	  such	  as	  accents,	  are	  key	  points	  when	  it	  comes	  to	  the	  division	  of	  the	  social	  world	  (Bourdieu,	  Language	  221):	  	   
 
Struggles	   over	   ethnic	   or	   regional	   identity	   -­‐	   in	   other	  words,	   over	   the	   properties	  
(stigmata	  or	  emblems)	  linked	  with	  the	  origin	  through	  the	  place	  of	  origin	  and	  its	  
associated	  durable	  marks,	   such	  as	  accent,	  are	  a	  particular	  case	  of	   the	  different	  
struggles	  over	  classifications,	  struggles	  over	  the	  monopoly	  of	  the	  power	  to	  make	  
people	   see	   and	   believe,	   to	   get	   them	   to	   know	   and	   recognize,	   to	   impose	   the	  
legitimate	  definition	  of	  the	  divisions	  of	  the	  social	  world	  and,	  thereby,	  to	  make	  and	  
unmake	  groups.	  (221) 
 Bourdieu	  argues	  with	  regards	  to	  language	  that	  the	  fact	  that	  groups	  and	  classes	  have	  accents,	  intonations,	  and	  ways	  of	  speaking	  is	  an	  expression	  of	  the	  socially	  structured	  character	  of	  the	  habitus.	   The	   vision	   of	   the	   social	   world	   is	   imposed	   through	   principles	   of	   division,	   which	  establishes	  meaning	  about	  the	  identity	  of	  that	  group (Bourdieu,	  Language	  17).	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Elana	  Shohamy’s	  and	  Bourdieu’s	  perspectives	  on	  language	  and	  its	  relation	  with	  the	  formation	  of	   groups,	  will	   be	   used	   to	   further	   analyze	   the	   contemporary	   discourses	   of	   our	   selection	   of	  university	  students	  in	  Croatia.	  It	  is	  important,	  however,	  to	  first	  understand	  how	  identities	  are	  constructed	  and	  how	  these	  can	  be	  interpellated.	  	  	   
 
3.1.2.	  Identity	  	  This	  next	  section	  will	  study	  the	  notions	  of	  Stuart	  Hall	  and	  Louis	  Althusser	  and	  the	  concepts	  of	  identity	  and	  interpellation,	  respectively.	   
 Stuart	   Hall	   claims	   that	   identities	   are	   constantly	   changing	   and	   transforming.	   He	   insists	   that	  historical	  developments	  and	  practices	  alter	  what	  is	  otherwise	  a	  “settled”	  character	  of	  identity. This,	   he	   argues,	   is	   adjacent	  with	   the	   process	   of	   globalization	   and	   forced	   ‘free’	  migration,	   a	  global	  phenomenon	  of	  the	  postcolonial	  world	  (Hall,	  Introduction	  4).	  	  Identities	   need	   the	   “constitutive	   outside”	   to	   be	   built	   (3).	   He	   elaborates	   how	   identity	   is	  constructed	   through	   the	   “Other”,	   however	   not	   by	   defining	   yourself	   as	   the	   same,	   but	   rather	  establishing	   ‘who	   I	   am’	   through	   ‘who	   I	   am	   not’.	   This	   construction	   is	   never	   complete	   and	  continues	  to	  change	  and	  to	  be	  shifted	  (4).	  	  
 Hall	   argues	   that	   identities	   are	   built	   within	   representation.	   Using	   the	   resources	   of	   history,	  language,	   and	   culture,	   he	   asserts	   that	   identities	   are	   related	   to	   questions	   such	   as	   “what	  we	  might	   have	   become,	   how	  we	  have	   been	   represented	   and	   how	   that	   bears	   on	   how	  we	  might	  represent	  ourselves”	  (4).	  Identity,	  therefore,	  refers	  to	  discourses	  and	  practices	  that	  construct	  the	  subject	  positions: 
 
I	  use	  'identity'	  to	  refer	  to	  the	  meeting	  point,	  the	  point	  of	  suture,	  between	  on	  the	  
one	  hand	  the	  discourses	  and	  practices	  which	  attempt	  to	  'interpellate',	  speak	  to	  us	  
or	   hail	   us	   into	   place	   as	   the	   social	   subjects	   of	   particular	   discourses,	   and	   on	   the	  
other	   hand,	   the	   processes	   which	   produce	   subjectivities,	   which	   construct	   us	   as	  
subjects	   which	   can	   be	   'spoken'.	   Identities	   are	   thus	   points	   of	   temporary	  
attachment	   to	   the	   subject	  positions	  which	  discursive	  practices	   construct	   for	  us.	  (6) 
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According	   to	   Hall,	   language	   is	   a	   key	   factor	   where	   culture	   and	   its	   shared	   meanings	   are	  expressed	  (Hall,	  Representation	  1).	  Meanings	  are	  produced	  and	  exchanged	  through	  language	  as	   well	   as	   thoughts,	   feelings	   and	   ideas	   in	   a	   culture	   (1).	   Hall	   argues	   that	   the	   definition	   of	  “culture”	   is	   a	   complex	   exercise	   that	   involves	   different	   meanings	   and	   interpretations.	   The	  interchange	  of	  meanings	  between	  members	  of	   a	   specific	   group	   is	   concerned	  with	   “culture”:	  “to	  say	  that	  two	  people	  belong	  to	  the	  same	  culture	  is	  to	  say	  that	  they	  interpret	  the	  world	  in	  roughly	   the	   same	  ways	   and	   can	   express	   themselves,	   their	   thoughts	   and	   feelings	   about	   the	  world,	  in	  ways	  which	  will	  be	  understood	  by	  each	  other”	  (2). 
 After	   looking	   at	   Hall	   and	   his	   take	   on	   the	   concept	   of	   culture	   being	   created	   by	   language,	  we	  move	  on	  to	  the	  theories	  by	  Althusser,	  concerning	  how	  the	  ideological	  state	  apparatus,	  as	  well	  as	  the	  repressive	  state	  apparatus	  create	  the	  subject’s	  identity.	   
 In	   “Ideology	  and	   the	   Ideological	  State	  Apparatus”,	  Althusser	   claims	   that	  beside	   the	   “Marxist	  theory”	  of	   the	  State,	  which	  he	  calls	   the	   “Repressive	  State	  apparatus”	   (RSA)	   (Althusser	  142),	  needs	   to	   be	   added	   another	   kind	   of	   State,	   namely	   the	   “Ideological	   State	   apparatus”	   (ISA).	  According	  to	  Althusser,	  every	  society	  is	  constructed	  by	  these	  conceptual	  states,	  which	  expand	  the	  dominant	  ideology	  of	  the	  given	  society	  (142).	   
 The	   ISA	   and	   RSA	   must	   not	   be	   confused	   with	   each	   other.	   The	   ISA	   constitutes	   the	   private	  domain	  and	  institutions	  such	  as	  family,	  education,	  religion,	  politics,	  culture,	  and	  so	  on,	  while	  the	   RSA	   constitutes	   public	   institutions	   such	   as	   the	   government,	   the	   police,	   the	   courts,	   the	  army	   etc.	   (142-­‐144).	   What	   is	   essential	   to	   Althusser	   is	   to	   distinguish	   the	   ISA	   from	   RSA,	  especially	  by	  one	  basic	  difference:	   the	  characteristic	  of	  being	  “repressive”	   indicates	   that	   the	  State	  Apparatus	  functions	  with	  “violence”,	  whereas	  the	  Ideological	  State	  Apparatus	  functions	  with	   “ideology”	   (144-­‐145).	   Moreover,	   Althusser	   clarifies	   this	   by	   saying	   that	   the	   RSA	   can	  function	   by	   ideology	   as	   well,	   but	   it	   will	   be	   secondary,	   as	   well	   as	   the	   ISA	   can	   function	   by	  repression,	  but	  it	  will	  be	  secondary	  (145).	   In	   addition	   to	   these	   concepts,	   Althusser	   mentions	   yet	   a	   concept,	   which	   he	   calls	  “interpellation”.	   This	   describes	   the	   process	   by	   which	   ideology	   constitutes	   individuals	   as	  subjects.	  To	  combine	  these	  three	  concepts,	  the	  RSA	  and	  ISA	  create	  a	  process	  of	  “hailing”	  the	  individual	  in	  social	  interactions	  and	  thereby	  establish	  the	  individual's	  identity	  (170-­‐174). 
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  The	  notion	  of	  subjectivity	  is	  a	  central	  part	  in	  his	  writings,	  where	  he	  also	  argues,	  “there	  is	  no	  ideology	  except	  by	  the	  subject	  and	  for	  subjects”	  (170).	  Hence,	  Althusser	  claims	  that	  ideology	  exists	  only	  in	  concrete	  subjects,	  which	  also,	  by	  the	  category	  of	  the	  subject	  and	  its	  functioning,	  determines	   the	   destination	   for	   ideology	   (170).	   Althusser	   divides	   “interpellation”	   into	   two	  functions:	   “recognition”	   and	   “misrecognition”	   (172).	  An	  example	   to	   illustrate	   the	   first	   could	  be:	  A	  friend	  knocks	  on	  a	  door	  and	  the	  person	  behind	  it	  asks:	  “who’s	  there?”	  and	  does	  not	  open	  the	  door	  until	  the:	  “it’s	  me”,	  from	  the	  outside,	  sounds	  familiar	  (recognizing	  the	  voice).	  When	  opening	   the	  door	   the	  person	  behind	   it	   confirms	   that	   it	  was	   the	   recognized	  person	   standing	  outside.	  	  Another	   example	   that	   illustrates	   Althusser's	   idea	   of	   reconnaissance	   will	   be	   if	   the	   subject	  recognizes	  a	  familiar	  face	  on	  the	  street,	  she/he	  show	  recognition	  and	  her/him	  reciprocates	  by	  saying	  “Hello,	  my	  friend”,	  shaking	  hands,	  or	  hugging.	  This	  behavior	  indicates	  the	  participation	  in	   what	   Althusser	   describes	   as	   “a	   material	   ritual	   practice	   of	   ideological	   recognition	   in	  everyday	  life”	  (172).	  What	  Althusser	  points	  to,	  is	  that	  “you	  and	  I	  are	  always	  already	  subjects”	  continually	   engaging	   in	   everyday	   rituals,	   like	   the	  hand	   shaking	  or	   greeting	   someone	  with	   a	  hug.	  This	  makes	  us	  subjected	  to	  ideology	  (172-­‐173).	   Drawing	   on	   the	   examples,	   Althusser	   concludes	   that	   “all	   ideology	   hails	   or	   interpellates	  concrete	  individuals	  as	  concrete	  subjects”.	  He	  makes	  the	  distinction	  between	  individuals	  and	  subjects,	  because	  individuals	  only	  become	  subjects	  when	  they	  are	  interpellated	  (173-­‐174). 
 Moreover,	  Althusser	  emphasizes	  that	  “ideology	  acts	  or	  functions	  in	  such	  a	  way	  that	  it	  recruits	  subjects	   among	   the	   individuals	   or	   transforms	   the	   individuals	   into	   subjects”	   (174);	   through	  interpellation	   this	   action	   is	  possible.	  Another	   example	   could	  be:	   a	  police	  officer	  hails:	   “Hey,	  you	  there!”	  to	  a	  person	  walking	  on	  the	  street.	  When	  the	  person	  turns	  around	  and	  so-­‐to-­‐speak	  ‘answers’	  the	  call,	  she/he	  is	  transformed	  into	  a	  subject.	  Althusser	  argues	  that	  this	  happens	  as	  the	  individual	  recognizes	  that	  the	  hail	  was	  addressed	  to	  her/him	  and	  thereby	  makes	  her/him	  subjective	  to	  the	  ideology	  (174).	   Althusser	  claims	  that	  individuals	  are	  “abstract”	  in	  relation	  to	  the	  subjects,	  which	  they	  “always-­‐already”	  are	  (176).	  He	  proposes	  this	  as	  paradoxical,	  but	  defends	  it	  with	  the	  explanation	  given	  by	   Freud	   that	   “individuals	   are	   always	   ‘abstract’	   with	   respect	   to	   the	   subjects	   they	   always-­‐already	  are”,	  which	  occurs	  even	  before	  birth	  (176). 
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Therefore,	  concrete	  individuals	  as	  concrete	  subjects	  are	  constructed	  by	  “social	  forces,	  rather	  than	   acting	   as	   powerful	   independent	   agents	   with	   self-­‐produced	   identities”	   (176).	   Here,	  Althusser	   draws	   his	   argument	   from	   the	   concept	   of	   “the	   mirror	   stage”	   defined	   by	   Jacques	  Lacan.	   The	   latter	   argues	   that	   the	   individual’s	   identity	   is	   constructed	   “by	   seeing	   ourselves	  somehow	   mirrored	   in	   ideologies”	   (Lacan	   Écrits	   75-­‐81).	   Unlike	   Lacan,	   Althusser	   does	   not	  differentiate	  between	   the	   individual	  and	   the	  subject;	  he	  considers	  both	  as	  equivalent	   in	   the	  way	  he	  reduces	  the	  individual	  to	  a	  mere	  subject. 
 
3.1.3.	  Nationalism	  	  We	   have	   now	   accounted	   how	   identity	   can	   be	   constructed	   through	   ideology	   or	   the	   use	   of	  language.	   The	   following	   two	   sections	   will	   account	   for	   two	   theories	   attempting	   to	  conceptualize	   the	   notion	   of	   nationalism,	   namely	   the	   work	   of	   Benedict	   Anderson	   and	   Eric	  Hobsbawm.	   
 Benedict	   Anderson	   has	   certainly	   put	   one	   of	   the	   most	   influential	   scholarly	   works	   on	   the	  historical	   development	   of	   nationalism	   and	   the	   nation-­‐state	   forward.	   	  Anderson	   coined	   the	  notion	   that	   nations	   shall	   be	   viewed	   as	   “imagined	   communities”.	   This	   idea	   became	   greatly	  celebrated	  and	  famous	  with	  the	  publication	  of	  his	  book	  “Imagined	  Communities	  –	  Reflections	  on	  the	  Origin	  and	  Spread	  of	  Nationalism”,	  first	  published	  in	  1983.	  The	  following	  will	  highlight	  some	   of	   the	   essential	   points	   found	   in	   Anderson’s	   book,	   in	   order	   to	   provide	   a	   relevant	  theoretical	  backdrop,	  for	  discussing	  national	  identity	  in	  a	  Croatian	  context.	  	   At	  the	  heart	  of	  Anderson’s	  argument,	  lies	  the	  notion	  that	  a	  nation	  is	  defined	  as	  “an	  imagined	  political	  community	  (that	   is)	   imagined	  as	  both	   inherently	   limited	  and	  sovereign”	  (Anderson	  6).	  According	   to	  Anderson,	   a	  nation	   is	   “imagined”;	   regardless	  of	   the	   fact	   that	  members	  of	   a	  nation	   will	   never	   meet,	   or	   know	  most	   of	   their	   fellow	  members.	   There	   exists	   the	   common	  understanding	   that	   they	   are	   all	   part	   of	   the	   same	   communion	   (7).	   As	   Anderson	   ironically	  stresses,	   this	   limited	  and	  imagined	  comradeship	  or	  “fraternity”	  is	  what	  has	  made	  it	  possible	  for	  people	  to	  willingly	  kill	  and	  die	  for	  their	  nation	  (7).	  	   In	   his	   book,	   Anderson	   takes	   on	   the	   daunting	   task	   of	   tracing	   the	   origins	   of	   nationalism.	   It	  quickly	  becomes	  clear	  for	  the	  reader	  that	  Anderson	  felt	  that	  neither	  the	  Marxist	  tradition	  nor	  liberal	   theory,	   adequately	   explained	   nationalism	   and	   thus	   found	   it	   urgent	   to	   offer	   an	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alternative	  view	  (4).	  One	  of	  Anderson’s	  main	  historical	  observations	   is	   the	  emergence	  of	   so	  called	  “print	  capitalism”.	  	  Anderson	  stressed	  how	  the	  creation	  of	  the	  imagined	  nation	  became	  possible	   through	   “print	   capitalism”;	   capitalist	   entrepreneurs	   printed	   their	   books	   in	   the	  vernacular	   languages	   in	   order	   to	   increase	   circulation.	   Readers	   speaking	   various	   dialects	  consequently	   became	   able	   to	   understand	   each	   other,	   which	   enabled	   the	   emergence	   of	   a	  common	   discourse.	   Anderson	   fundamentally	   argues	   that	   the	   first	   European	   nation-­‐states	  were	  created	  around	  the	  concept	  of	  “national	  print	  languages”	  (44).	   
 Anderson’s	   term	   “imagined”	   can	   perhaps	   present	   itself	   as	   a	   rather	   intangible	   expression,	  however	  this	  does	  not	  suggest	  that	  Anderson	  thinks	  of	  the	  “nation”	  as	  solely	  a	  make	  believe	  entity.	  Rather,	  despite	  Anderson’s	   fundamental	  view	  that	  nations	  shall	  be	  seen	  as	   imagined,	  he	   persistently	   educates	   the	   reader	   with	   concrete	   historical	   examples.	   For	   example,	   the	  emergence	  of	  print	  capitalism	  ultimately	  led	  to	  the	  idea	  of	  a	  common	  tongue	  spoken	  within	  a	  nation.	   However,	   Anderson	   sharply	   illustrates	   that	   the	   forces	   that	   created	   print	   capitalism,	  were	   often	   times	   initially	   rooted	   in	   institutional	   and	  market	   driven	   aspirations,	   as	   seen	   in	  Anderson’s	   inquiry	   into	   South	   American	   nationalism.	   Here,	   Anderson	   explains	   that	   South	  American	   newspapers	   essentially	   began	   as	   appendages	   of	   the	   market,	   but	   consequently	  created	   and	   imagined	   community	   among	   a	   specific	   assemblage	   of	   fellow	   readers,	  who	   had	  important	  stakes	  in	  shipping	  trade	  etc.	  (Anderson	  62).	  	  Thus,	  even	  though	  Anderson	  attempts	  to	  demonstrate	  that	  “the	  nation”	  is	  an	  imagined	  entity,	  this	  imaginary	  is	  indeed	  real	  and	  can	  have	  consequences	  politically,	  culturally,	  and	  economically.	  
 Imagined	   Communities	   is	   undisputedly	   an	   important	   contribution	   within	   the	   study	   of	  nationalism.	  However,	   Benedict	  Anderson	  does	  not	   stand	   alone	   in	   contemplating	   about	   the	  roots	  of	  nationalism.	  The	  following	  will	  attempt	  to	  illuminate	  main	  points	  found	  in	  the	  work	  of	  Eric	  Hobsbawm,	  who	  has	  also	  engaged	  prominently	  in	  the	  study	  of	  nationalism. In	  1989,	  roughly	  six	  years	  after	  the	  publications	  of	  Anderson’s	  “Imagined	  Communities”,	  Eric	  Hobsbawm	  wrote	  his	  comprehensive	  historical	  study	  of	  nationalism	  and	  the	  nation	  state.	   In	  his	  book	  Hobsbawm	  undertakes	  a	  historical	  investigation	  of	  nationalism	  (Hobsbawm	  viii). What	   is	   a	   nation	   according	   to	   Hobsbawm?	   	  Hobsbawm	   stresses	   the	   fact	   that	   one	   must	   be	  careful	   of	   defining	   a	   nation	   in	   a	   single	   manner,	   arguing	   that	   one	   objective	   definition	   is	  problematic,	  as	  exceptions	  can	  always	  be	  found.	  He	  states:	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Attempts	  to	  establish	  objective	  criteria	  for	  nationhood,	  or	  to	  explain	  why	  certain	  
groups	   have	   become	   ‘nations’	   and	   others	   not,	   have	   often	   been	   made,	   based	   on	  
single	  criteria	  such	  as	   language	  or	  ethnicity	  or	  a	  combination	  of	  criteria	  such	  as	  
language,	  common	  territory,	  common	  history,	  cultural	  traits	  or	  whatever	  else…	  All	  
such	  objective	  definitions	  have	  failed,	  for	  the	  obvious	  reason	  that,	  since	  only	  some	  
members	  of	  the	  large	  class	  of	  entities	  which	  fit	  such	  definitions	  can	  at	  any	  time	  be	  
described	  as	  ‘nations’,	  exceptions	  can	  always	  be	  found.	  (Hobsbawm	  5-­‐6)	  	  	  
 Although	   Hobsbawm	   refuses	   to	   take	   on	   a	   single	   definition	   of	   “nation”,	   he	   does	   arrive	   at	   a	  theory	  of	  nationalism,	  in	  which	  he	  stresses	  four	  essential	  points.	  Firstly,	  Hobsbawm	  defines	  a	  nation	  as	  the	   ideology	  that	   the	  political	  and	  national	  elements	  should	  coincide.	  Secondly,	  he	  views	   the	   nation	   as	   a	   changing,	   evolving,	   modern	   construct	   that	   has	   come	   to	   be,	   through	  nationalism.	  Thirdly,	  he	  argues	  that	  there	  are	  certain	  political,	   technical,	  administrative,	  and	  economic	  conditions	  that	  are	  necessary	  for	  the	  emergence	  of	  the	  nation,	  such	  as	  the	  existence	  of	  administrative	  and	  educational	  institutional	  structures.	  Fourthly,	  Hobsbawm	  believes	  that	  nationalism	  is	  constructed	  from	  above,	  although	  it	  needs	  to	  be	  studied	  from	  below,	  because	  this	  is	  where	  it	  takes	  root	  and	  is	  most	  powerful	  (Hobsbawm	  9-­‐10).	  	  	  	  	  	   	   Hobsbawm	   first	   and	   foremost	   views	  nationalism	  and	   the	  nation	   as	   a	  novel	  notion	   in	  world	  history	   (12),	   which	   is	   only	   roughly	   two	   hundred	   years	   old.	   Furthermore	   he	   dissects	   three	  essential	   phases	   of	   nationalism,	  which	   are	   important	   to	   grasp	   in	   order	   to	   comprehend	   the	  development	   of	   national	  movements.	   The	   first	   phase	  was	  purely	   literary,	   folkloric,	   cultural,	  and	   was	   stripped	   from	   political	   and	   even	   national	   implications.	   The	   second	   phase	   is	   a	  pioneering	  phase,	  in	  which	  political	  campaigners	  begin	  to	  try	  to	  raise	  awareness	  and	  mobilize	  the	  nation.	  The	  third	  phase	   is	   the	  stage,	   in	  which	  nationalist	  movements	  gain	  mass	  support,	  which	  can	  occur	  before	  or	  after	  the	  establishment	  of	  the	  state	  (12).	  Hobsbawm	  directly	  states	  that	   the	   transition	   from	   second	   to	   third	   phase	   is	   a	   crucial	   moment	   in	   the	   chronology	   of	  national	  movements	  (12),	  thus	  he	  evidently	  seems	  to	  be	  predominantly	  interested	  in	  studying	  the	   “nation”,	   as	   a	   political	   entity.	   However,	   he	   seems	   to	   acknowledge	   a	   constructivist	  approach	  to	  understating	  the	  nation: 
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For	  this	  reason	  they	  are…constructed	  essentially	  from	  above,	  but	  which	  cannot	  be	  
understood	  unless	  also	  analyzed	  from	  below,	  that	  is	   in	  terms	  of	  the	  assumptions,	  
hopes,	  needs,	  longings	  and	  interests	  of	  ordinary	  people,	  which	  are	  not	  necessarily	  
national	  and	  still	   less	  nationalist….	  That	  view	  from	  below,	   i.e.	   the	  nation	  as	  seen	  
not	   by	   governments	   and	   the	   spokesmen	   and	   activists	   of	   nationalist	   (or	   non-­‐
nationalist)	  movements,	  but	  by	  the	  ordinary	  persons	  who	  are	  the	  objects	  of	  their	  
action	  and	  propaganda,	  is	  exceedingly	  difficult	  to	  discover.	  (Hobsbawm	  10-­‐11).	  	   
 In	   fact,	   in	   the	  earlier	  publication	  of	   “The	   Invention	  of	  Tradition”	  put	   forward	  by	  Hobsbawm	  and	  Ranger	  in	  1983,	  Hobsbawm	  distinguishes	  between	  three	  basic	  types	  of	  invented	  tradition.	  Firstly,	  there	  are	  those	  that	  establish	  and	  symbolize	  social	  cohesion	  and	  a	  collective	  identity;	  secondly,	  there	  are	  those	  that	  establish,	  or	  legitimize	  institutions	  and	  social	  hierarchies;	  and	  thirdly,	  there	  are	  those	  that	  socialize	  people	  into	  particular	  social	  contexts	  (Hobsbawm	  9). An	  example	  of	  this	  can	  perhaps	  be	  found	  in	  an	  American	  context	  with	  the	  celebration	  of	  the	  4th	  of	   July.	   This	   national	   occasion	   is	   a	   good	   example	   of	   how	   an	   important	   historical	   event	  legitimizes	  the	  celebration	  of	  national	  identity	  in	  a	  contemporary	  context.	  Hence,	  an	  invented	  annual	   tradition	   has	   been	   established	   based	   on	   a	   historical	   event,	   which	   is	   imagined	   to	  pinpoint	   the	   birth	   of	   the	   nation.	   This	   echoes	   Anderson’s	   idea	   of	   the	   imagined	   community,	  which	  states	  that	  even	  though	  most	  fellow	  members	  of	  a	  nation	  will	  never	  meet,	  they	  imagine	  that	  they	  are	  all	  part	  of	  the	  same	  communion	  (Anderson	  7).	  The	  invented	  tradition	  of	  the	  4th	  of	  July	  solidifies	  this	  common	  understanding	  that	   ‘we’	  are	  all	  part	  of	  the	  same	  nation,	  with	  the	  same	  historical	  heritage.	  It	  is	  important	  to	  stress	  that	  many	  of	  such	  traditions	  can	  be	  found	  in	  different	  national	  contexts. Indeed,	  the	  concept	  of	  nationalism	  has	  been	  discussed	  comprehensively	  and	  many	  prominent	  scholars	  deserve	  attention.	  However,	  this	  section	  has	  exemplified	  the	  work	  of	  Anderson	  and	  Hobsbawm	  in	  order	  to	  provide	  a	  theoretical	  foundation	  for	  the	  concept	  of	  nationalism.	   
 
3.2.	  Methodological	  Approach	  	  	  The	  following	  chapter	  will	  provide	  the	  basis	  of	  the	  structure	  of	  our	  interviews,	  the	  choice	  of	  participants,	  and	  limitations	  that	  were	  faced	  before	  and	  within	  the	  process.	  Furthermore,	  we	  account	  for	  the	  strategies	  we	  will	  utilize	  when	  analyzing	  our	  empirical	  data.	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3.2.1.	  What	  is	  a	  qualitative	  interview?	  	  This	   project	   is	   based	   on	   interviews;	   one	   face-­‐to-­‐face	   interview	   as	   well	   as	   interviews	  conducted	  via	   Skype,	   since	   this	   can	  give	  a	  deeper	   insight	   into	  how	  discourses	  of	  belonging,	  and	  experiences	  are	  formulated	  by	  the	  interviewees	  themselves,	  in	  our	  case	  young	  students. 	  We	  have	  favored	  to	  make	  qualitative	  interviews	  because	  our	  investigation	  aims	  at	  gathering	  data	  based	  on	   the	  experiences	  and	  opinions	  of	  young	  students	   in	  Croatia.	   In	  contrast	   to	   the	  quantitative	   method,	   which	   seeks	   to	   describe	   information	   through	   numeric	   values,	   the	  qualitative	  method	  approach	  is	  most	  relevant	  to	  use	  when	  collecting	  so-­‐called	  ‘soft	  data’.	  The	  latter	   helps	   the	   researcher	   to	   interpret,	   understand,	   and	   investigate	   different	   nuances,	   in	  order	  to	  gain	  information	  where	  the	  focal	  point	  is	  a	  deeper	  understanding	  of	  the	  investigated	  phenomenon. 
 Therefore,	   the	   qualitative	   method	   is	   especially	   relevant	   when	   studying	   intangible	   notions	  such	   as	   nationality	   and	   the	   feeling	   of	   “belonging”	   -­‐	   which	   in	   general	   is	   hard	   to	   measure	   -­‐including	   personal	   experiences,	   feelings,	   culture,	   life	   stories,	   social	   relationship	   or	   power	  relations	  	  (Brinkmann	  and	  Kvale	  125-­‐148,	  203-­‐214).	  
	  
3.2.2.	  Planning	  a	  semi-­‐structured	  interview	  	  As	  qualitative	  approach,	  we	  have	  chosen	  to	  make	  semi-­‐structured	  interviews	  according	  to	  the	  theoretical	   framework	   in	   Brinkmann	   and	   Kvale’s	   “Seven	   Stages	   of	   an	   Interview	   Inquiry”,	  which	   guides	   the	   researcher	   through	   the	   process	   of	   structuring	   qualitative	   interviews.	  Brinkmann	   and	   Kvale	   advocate	   for	   seven	   stages	   of	   inquiry,	   which	   are:	   “Thematizing,	  Designing,	   Interviewing,	   Transcribing,	   Analyzing,	   Verifying	   and	  Reporting”	   (Brinkmann	   and	  Kvale	  102)11.	  In	  order	  to	  cater	  to	  the	  theme	  of	  investigation,	  which	  revolves	  around	  language,	  nationalism,	   and	   identity,	   the	   interview	   questions	   were	   divided	   into	   the	   following	   five	  thematic	  sections:	   
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  11	  See	  Appendix	  C1. 
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  1.	  Formalities	  2.	  Definition	  of	  “Croatian”	  3.	  Implications	  of	  the	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  “reform”	  in	  everyday	  use	  4.	  Implications	  of	  the	  language	  “reform”	  in	  academic	  area	  	  5.	  Relation	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  language	  and	  (1)	  Cultural	  identity,	  (2)	  national	  identity,	  (3)	  social	  'status'	   
 Firstly,	  the	  formalities	  section	  helped	  us	  to	  get	  a	  sense	  of	  where	  the	  participants	  were	  from,	  which	  Croatian	  language	  variation(s)	  they	  spoke,	  what	  were	  their	  current	  occupations,	  as	  well	  as	  additional	   information	  to	   include	   in	   the	  participants’	  statistics	   in	   the	  below	  section	  3.2.4.	  such	  as	  gender	  and	  age.	  Then,	  the	  section	  “Definition	  of	  “Croatian””	  was	  designed	  in	  order	  to	  get	  an	  idea	  about	  their	  attitudes	  towards	  language	  variations	  within	  Croatia	  and	  towards	  the	  Serbian	   variant,	   their	   understanding	  of	   ‘being’	   Croatian	   and	   ‘being’	   Serbian	   as	  well	   as	   their	  opinion	  about	  the	  national	  Croatian	  identity.	  Moreover,	  sections	  3	  and	  4	  were	  constructed	  to	  get	   the	   participant’s	   opinion	   and	   experiences	   with	   the	   efforts	   of	   standardization	   and	  purification	  input	  in	  the	  Croatian	  language,	  in	  everyday	  use	  as	  well	  as	  in	  an	  academic	  context.	  Finally,	  section	  5	  draws	  on	  the	  categories	  of	  language	  in	  relation	  to	  identity	  and	  social	  status.	   
 In	   relation	   to	   the	   thematic	   sections	   3	   and	   4,	   we	   chose	   the	   term	   “reform”	   to	   exemplify	   the	  efforts	  of	  standardization	  and	  purification.	  However,	  after	  verifying	  our	  sources,	  we	  found	  out	  that	  there	  was	  no	  actual	  language	  reform	  in	  Croatia;	  rather	  it	  was	  our	  own	  interpretation	  of	  the	  process	  previously	  explained	   in	   the	   section	  2.3.	  Nevertheless,	   the	  Croatian	   students	  did	  not	   point	   it	   out;	   on	   the	   contrary,	   they	   all	   interpreted	   it	   the	   same	  way	   as	  we	   did.	   Only	   the	  professor	   argued	   against	   the	   term	   we	   used,	   underlying	   that	   there	   was	   no	   “reform”,	   even	  though	  he	  confirmed	  the	  efforts	  of	  standardization	  and	  purification.	   
 
3.2.3.	  Limitations	  	  In	  the	  one	  face-­‐to-­‐face	   interview	  we	  had,	  we	  experienced	  that	   it	  was	  easier	  to	  maintain	  and	  fulfill	  the	  purpose	  of	  the	  semi-­‐structured	  interview.	  The	  interview	  is	  more	  conversational,	  and	  we	  touched	  upon	  subjects	  that	  we	  had	  not	  considered	  asking	  questions	  about.	  However,	  as	  we	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were	   unable	   to	   go	   to	   Croatia	   due	   to	   financial	   reasons,	   we	   conducted	   the	   interviews	   over	  Skype,	   which	   unfortunately	   limited	   our	   ability	   to	   do	  more	   elaborate	   fieldwork	   and	   engage	  with	  people	  more	  spontaneously.	  Furthermore,	  it	  also	  meant	  that	  our	  data	  would	  be	  based	  on	  a	  very	  narrow	  and	  specific	  group	  and	  thus	  not	  representative	  of	  the	  Croatian	  population	  as	  a	  whole.	   
 When	  searching	  for	  participants,	  we	  narrowed	  down	  our	  target	  group	  to	  university	  students,	  as	  we	  felt	  young	  people	  in	  the	  academic	  world	  would	  be	  more	  receptive	  to	  messages	  on	  the	  internet,	  as	  well	  as	  easier	  to	  contact	  via	  social	  media	  platforms	  as	  Facebook.	  Moreover	  we	  had	  the	   perception	   of	   the	   young	   war-­‐generation	   as	   positioning	   themselves	   differently	   than	  previous	   generations	   since	   they	   are	   the	   ones	   who	   grew	   up	   during	   the	   implementations	  leading	  to	  the	  “new	  Croatian”.	   
 In	   relation	   to	   that,	  we	   faced	   another	   limitation,	   as	   only	   one	   of	   the	   project	   group	  members	  understands	  and	  speaks	  Croatian.	  Therefore,	  the	  messages	  we	  sent	  on	  Facebook’s	  groups	  and	  pages	  were	  written	  in	  English,	  since	  the	  interviews	  were	  going	  to	  be	  held	  in	  this	  language.	  We	  can	  assume	   that	   students	  who	  replied	   to	  our	  messages	  would	  be	  comfortable	   speaking	  and	  expressing	   themselves	   in	   English,	   which	   therefore	   limited	   our	   participants	   to	   be	   English	  speakers	  who	  were	  interested	  in	  the	  theme	  or	  were	  willing	  to	  help	  us. 
 
3.2.4.	  Participants	  	  As	  the	  above	  limitations	  mention,	  we	  chose	  to	  contact	  university	  students	  through	  Facebook	  by	   posting	   a	  message	  whether	   on	   each	   Croatian	   university’s	   page	   or	   on	   university’s	   group	  page	  after	  being	  accepted	  by	  a	  member.	  This	  way,	  we	  were	  hoping	  to	  reach	  as	  many	  students	  as	  possible.	  We	  mainly	  received	  answers	  from	  the	  group	  of	  the	  University	  of	  Zadar. 
 In	  total,	  we	  were	  able	  to	  get	  in	  contact	  with	  11	  people.	  Out	  of	  the	  11	  informative	  exchanges,	  we	   interviewed	  10	  people.	  However,	  we	  will	   only	   use	   9	   of	   them,	   as	   the	   one	  we	  decided	   to	  exclude	  was	  neither	  a	  student	  nor	  a	  professor. 
 The	  main	  target	  of	  the	  research	  is	  the	  eight	  participating	  university	  students:	  Six	  of	  them	  are	  currently	  studying	  their	  Bachelor	  or	  Master	  degree	  at	  the	  University	  of	  Zadar,	  one	  is	  a	  Master	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student	  at	  Josip	  Juraj	  Strossmayer	  University	  of	  Osijek,	  and	  the	  last	  one	  is	  currently	  studying	  at	  the	  University	  of	  Graz	  in	  Austria,	  but	  the	  latter	  has	  previously	  studied	  his	  Bachelor	  degree	  at	   the	   University	   of	   Zadar.	   The	   ninth	   participant	  we	   decided	   to	   include	   in	   our	   research	   as	  complementary	  material	   is	  Ranko	  Matasović,	  a	  Croatian	  born	  professor	  of	  Linguistics	  at	   the	  University	   of	   Zagreb.	  We	   contacted	  him	   in	   an	   attempt	   to	  obtain	   expert	   and	  more	   elaborate	  knowledge	   on	   the	   subject.	   However,	   in	   the	   interview	   there	   seems	   to	   be	   indications	   of	   him	  being	  influenced	  by	  his	  personal	  opinion,	  and	  that	  his	  statements	  are	  shaped	  on	  that	  basis.	   As	   it	   is	  mentioned	   in	   the	   table	  below,	   the	   students	   come	   from	  different	  parts	  of	  Croatia,	   as	  well	  as	   from	  Bosnia.	  They	  are	   in-­‐between	  the	  ages	  of	  19	  and	  26.	  Two	  of	   them	  were	  born	   in	  Bosnia,	  one	  is	  Bosnian	  Bosniak	  and	  the	  other	  is	  Bosnian	  Croatian.	  However,	  they	  both	  feel	  or	  identify	  as	  Croatian. 
 
 Dalmatia Zagreb Osijek Bosnia Male 2 0 0 1 Female 3 1 1 1 
	  
	   Table	  2.	  Place	  of	  origin	  and	  gender	  of	  the	  students.	  
 When	   we	   conducted	   the	   interviews,	   we	   were	   aware	   of	   the	   importance	   to	   consider	   which	  researcher	   is	   the	   best-­‐suited	   person	   to	   facilitate	   the	   interview.	   In	   our	   case,	   we	   were	   all	  familiar	  with	   interviewing	  and	   felt	  confident	  on	  how	  to	  conduct	   it.	  Therefore,	  we	  agreed	  on	  having	  one	  main	  researcher	  asking	  the	  questions,	  so	  we	  would	  not	  all	  talk	  at	  once.	  Naturally,	  the	  other	  researchers	  could	  reflect	  on	  what	  was	  being	  said	  by	  asking	  additional	  questions.	   
 It	  was	   important	  to	  be	  sure	  that	  the	  participants	  were	  comfortable,	  and	  therefore	  we	  began	  with	  introducing	  ourselves	  and	  reminding	  the	  participants	  of	  the	  purpose	  of	  the	  research.	  We	  also	  asked	  them	  to	  speak	  freely	  and	  draw	  on	  any	  of	  their	  experiences	  if	  they	  thought	  it	  would	  be	  relevant,	  and	  we	  emphasized	  on	  the	  fact	  that	  they	  were	  no	  right	  or	  wrong	  answers	  so	  they	  would	  not	  be	  influenced	  by	  presupposed	  idea	  of	  what	  we	  were	  expecting	  to	  hear.	   Moreover,	  with	   the	   first	   interview,	  we	  were	   lucky	  to	  get	   in	   touch	  with	   two	  Croats	  currently	  doing	   an	   internship	   in	  Denmark,	  which	  made	   it	   possible	   for	   us	   to	   conduct	   one	   face-­‐to-­‐face	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interview.	  We	   interviewed	   them	   the	   same	  way	   as	   the	   other	  participants,	   but	  we	  welcomed	  them	   in	   a	   more	   informal	   environment	   where	   we	   served	   coffee	   and	   cake.	   The	   atmosphere	  helped	  the	  interview	  to	  be	  held	  in	  a	  less	  formatted	  rather	  more	  relaxing	  way,	  which	  ultimately	  resulted	  in	  a	  “free	  speech”	  conversation.	   
 
3.3.	  Analytical	  strategy	  	  This	  section	  will	  give	  an	  account	  of	  our	  chosen	  strategy	  to	  analyze	  the	  empirical	  data	  and	  how	  to	  use	  it.	   
 A	  way	  to	  analyze	  the	  statements	  of	  the	  interviewees	  is,	  by	  conceptualizing	  the	  statements	  as	  discourses.	   We	   will	   attempt	   to	   do	   this	   by	   taking	   point	   of	   departure	   in	   the	   definition	   of	  discourse	  theory,	  as	  given	  by	  Laclau	  and	  Mouffe.	  Although	  their	   focus	   is	  political	   theory,	  we	  will	   use	   them	   to	   analyze	   our	   empirical	   data,	   since	   their	   social	   constructionist	   approach,	   as	  well	  as	  the	  Marxist	  focus	  on	  the	  social	  (Jørgensen	  and	  Phillips	  35),	  represent	  relevant	  theories	  and	  methods,	  which	  can	  be	  set	  up	  as	  a	  framework,	  when	  analyzing	  how	  language	  influences	  cultural	  developments,	  and	  the	  effects	  it	  has	  on	  the	  development	  of	  national	  identity. It	   is	   important	   to	   stress	   that	   Laclau	   and	   Mouffe’s	   discourse	   theory	   draws	   on	   prominent	  theorists	  such	  as	  Althusser,	  Foucault,	  Lacan,	  Derrida,	  Gramsci,	  and	  Saussure. Only	   some	   of	   the	   key	   concepts,	   which	   Laclau	   and	  Mouffe	   draw	   on	   in	   their	   theory,	   will	   be	  explained	  in	  the	  following,	  since	  these	  are	  the	  most	  relevant	  for	  our	  data	  analysis.	  Together,	  these	   key	   concepts	   reflect	   the	   conditions	   for	   the	   creation	   of	   meaning,	   and	   hence	   for	   the	  understanding	   of	   identity.	   The	   concepts	   are	   divided	   into	   the	   following:	   “articulation”,	  “discourse”,	   “subject	  positions”	  and	   “hegemony”.	  Another	   relevant	   term	  used	  by	  Laclau	  and	  Mouffe	  is	  “critical	  research”,	  which	  focuses	  on	  investigating	  and	  analyzing	  power	  relations	  in	  society	  (Jørgensen	  and	  Phillips	  2),	  which	  we	  do	  in	  the	  analysis,	  here	  referring	  to	  Bourdieu	  and	  his	  symbolic	  power. 
 
3.3.1.	  Background	  	  The	  starting	  point	  in	  Laclau	  and	  Mouffe’s	  theory	  is	  rooted	  in	  poststructuralist	  theory,	  as	  they	  present	  how	   the	   social	  world	   is	   constructed	   through	  discourse;	   the	  production	  of	  meaning.	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Due	  to	  the	  essential	  fluctuation	  of	  language,	  meaning	  will	  always	  be	  dynamic	  (Jørgensen	  and	  Phillips	   6).	   As	  mentioned,	   the	   theory	   is	   influenced	   by	   poststructuralist	   theory,	  which	   takes	  form,	   for	   instance,	   through	   the	   influence	   of	   the	   Swiss	   born	   linguist	   Ferdinand	  de	   Saussure.	  Moreover,	  they	  attempt	  to	  overcome	  Saussure’s	  static	  understanding	  of	  the	  language	  system	  (Frello,	  Kollektiv	  195).	  A	  central	  argumentation	  of	  Laclau	  and	  Mouffe	  draws	  on	  the	  Saussurean	  terms	   of	   “signifier”	   and	   “signified”.	   Saussure’s	   theory	   of	   the	   linguistic	   sign	   exemplifies	   the	  distinction	  between	  the	  two	  terms,	  meaning	  the	  “signifier”	  is	  the	  sound	  of	  e.g.	  “dog”	  and	  the	  “signified”	  is	  the	  idea	  of	  a	  dog	  (Frello,	  Kollektiv	  195).	  To	  give	  an	  example	  of	  this,	  Jørgensen	  and	  Phillips	  (25)	  explain	  the	  concepts	  with	  the	  metaphor	  of	  a	  fishing-­‐net.	  The	  two	  terms	  together	  represents	   “the	   sign”	   within	   the	   language.	   By	   being	   different	   from	   each	   other	   the	   signs	  achieve	  meaning;	   they	   are,	   so	   to	   speak,	   like	   knots	   within	   a	   fishing-­‐net	   fixed	   into	   a	   certain	  position	  in	  relation	  to	  all	  the	  other	  knots	  (Jørgensen	  and	  Phillips	  25).	  Important	  to	  state	  here,	  is	  that	  Laclau	  and	  Mouffe	  refers	  to	  “the	  sign”	  in	  discourses	  as	  “moments”	  (Laclau	  and	  Mouffe	  105).	  Differences	  that	  are	  not	  articulated	  within	  a	  discourse	  they	  call	  “element”	  (105). Thereby,	   according	   to	   Laclau	   and	  Mouffe,	   discourse	   attempts	   to	  map	   out	   the	   processes	   by	  which	  the	  meaning	  of	  signs	  can	  become	  relatively	  fixed	  (25-­‐26). A	  point	  stated	  by	  Laclau	  and	  Mouffe	  is	  the	  impossibility	  of	  complete	  correspondence	  between	  the	   “signifier”	   and	   “signified”,	   which	   implies	   the	   impossibility	   of	   understanding	   the	  representation	   of	   a	   simple	   “reflection”	   of	   reality.	   Representation	   always	   involves	   an	  attribution	  of	  meaning	  (Frello,	   Identiteter	  57).	  This	  point	   leads	  on	  to	   the	   first	  concept,	  since	  representations,	   according	   to	   the	   Danish	   professor	   Birgitta	   Frello,	   involves	   articulations	  (Frello,	  Identiteter	  57). 
 
3.3.2.	  Articulation	  	  The	  central	  concept	  of	  articulation	  in	  Laclau	  and	  Mouffe	  is	  described	  as	  follows: 
 
We	   will	   call	   articulation	   any	   practice	   establishing	   a	   relation	   among	  
elements	  such	  that	  their	  identity	  is	  modified	  as	  a	  result	  of	  the	  articulatory	  
practice.	  (Laclau	  and	  Mouffe	  105). 
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The	  concept	  of	  articulation	  not	  only	  suggests	  that	  the	  divisions	  of	  the	  social	  are	  designated	  by	  the	   creation	   of	   the	   performative	   action.	   It	   also	   points	   out	   that	   this	   creation	   is	   via	   an	  establishment	  of	  relationships	  between	  elements	  in	  the	  way	  that	  it	  changes	  their	  identity.	  We	  provide	   not	   only	   certain	   features	   a	   specific	   name	  when	   we	   appoint	   them;	   we	   also	   change	  these	  features.	  (Frello,	  Identiteter	  57).	  Laclau	   and	   Mouffe	   connect	   the	   concept	   of	   articulation	   closely	   to	   the	   concept	   of	   discourse,	  saying	   that	   discourses	   are	   a	   product	   of	   articulation	   (Frello,	  Kollektiv	  198-­‐199).	   This	  will	   be	  further	  elaborated	  in	  the	  following	  section. 
 
3.3.3.	  Discourse	  	  Laclau	   and	   Mouffe	   define	   a	   discourse	   as	   an	   attempt	   to	   fix	   a	   web	   of	   meanings	   within	   a	  particular	  area	  (Jørgensen	  and	  Phillips	  26).	  Discourses	  are	  constructed	  of	  signifiers	  creating	  certain	  meanings	   to	   the	   exclusion	   of	   other	  meanings.	   A	   signifier	   that	   is	   allocated	   a	   certain	  meaning	   in	  one	  discourse	  may	  be	  given	  another	  meaning	   in	  a	  different	  discourse,	  and	  since	  signs	   derive	   their	   meaning	   from	   their	   relation	   to	   one	   another,	   all	   other	   signs	   within	   the	  discourse	  will	  be	  configured	  differently	  as	  a	  result	  (Jørgesen	  and	  Phillips	  26-­‐27). Laclau	   and	  Mouffe	   distance	   themselves	   from	   Foucault's	   distinction	   between	   the	   discursive	  and	  non-­‐discursive,	   and	   stress	   that	   any	  object	   is	   constituted	  as	   an	  object	   of	  discourse.	  This	  does	  not	  mean	  that	  there	  is	  a	  physical	  world	  that	  is	  independent	  of	  the	  discourse;	  rather	  that	  this	  world	  makes	  sense	  only	  through	  discourse	  (Laclau	  and	  Mouffe	  107).	   Laclau	   and	  Mouffe	   uses	   the	   concept	   of	   “nodal	   points”	  when	  discourses	   attempt	   to	   fix	   these	  webs	   of	   meaning.	   They	   define	   nodal	   points	   as	   organizing	   the	   discourse	   around	   a	   central	  privileged	  signifier	  (Laclau	  and	  Mouffe	  112).	  The	  aim	  of	  the	  nodal	  points	  is	  to	  bind	  together	  a	  particular	   system	   of	   meanings	   -­‐	   the	   web	   -­‐	   thereby	   assigning	   meanings	   to	   other	   signifiers	  within	  that	  discourse	  (Jørgensen	  and	  Phillips	  26). First	   when	   the	   nodal	   point	   is	   fixed	   it	   gets	   its	   meaning	   into	   a	   particular	   discourse;	   which	  happens	   through	   articulation.	   Thereby,	   the	   nodal	   point	   is	   also,	   according	   to	   Laclau	   and	  Mouffe’s	   term,	   an	   element.	   Laclau	   and	   Mouffe	   define	   these	   words	   as	   “floating	   signifiers”	  (Laclau	   and	   Mouffe	   113),	   which	   are	   the	   signs	   or	   nodal	   points	   that	   different	   discourses	  struggle	  to	   invest	  with	  meaning	   in	  their	  own	  particular	  way.	  Yet,	   there	   is	  a	  difference,	  since	  nodal	  points	  refer	  to	  a	  point	  of	  binding	  signs	  together	  within	  a	  specific	  discourse,	  whereas	  the	  
	   39	  
floating	  signifiers	  belong	  to	  the	  ongoing	  struggle	  between	  different	  discourses,	  in	  order	  to	  fix	  the	  meaning	  of	  important	  signs	  (Laclau	  and	  Mouffe	  113;	  Jørgensen	  and	  Phillips	  26).	   
 
3.3.4.	  Subject	  positions	  	  Althusser	   and	   his	   concept	   of	   “interpellation”	   inspire	   their	   understanding	   of	   the	   “subject	  position”.	  In	  short,	  the	  concept	  implies	  that	  the	  subject	  is	  to	  be	  understood	  as	  a	  product	  of	  the	  way	   it	   is	   designated	   in	   different	   situations	   –	   ‘criminal’,	   ‘patient’,	   ‘worker’	   etc.	   (Frello,	  
Identiteter	  61).	  According	  to	  Laclau	  and	  Mouffe,	  this	  means	  that	  the	  subject	  is	  positioned	  in	  a	  discourse,	  so	  the	  discourse	  makes	  the	  rules	  for	  which	  positions	  the	  subject	  can	  be	  appointed	  to,	  as	  doctor	  or	  patient,	  student	  or	  teacher	  etc.	  Furthermore,	  the	  subject	  cannot	  be	  understood	  prior	   to	   the	   discourse	   and	   therefore	   cannot	   be	   understood	   as	   the	   creator	   of	   discourse;	   the	  subject	  becomes	  the	  subject	  positions	  within	  a	  discursive	  structure	  (Frello,	  Identiteter	  61). 
 
As	   every	   subject	   position	   is	   a	   discursive	   position,	   it	   partakes	   of	   the	   open	  
character	  of	  every	  discourse;	  consequently,	  the	  various	  positions	  cannot	  be	  
totally	   fixed	   in	  a	   closed	   system	  of	  differences	   (Laclau	   and	  Mouffe,	  qtd.	   in	  Frello	  Identiteter	  61). 
 With	  this	  quote,	  Laclau	  and	  Mouffe	  explain	  how	  to	  understand	  the	  subject;	  as	  positioned	  in	  a	  discourse	  and	  thereby	  being	  decentered.	  This	  positions	  the	  subject	  differently	  depending	  on	  the	  discourse.	   When	   different	   subject	   positions	   find	   themselves	   in	   situations	   where	   different	   discourses	  place	  the	  subject	  in	  a	  conflicting	  way,	  the	  possibility	  of	  a	  conflict	  between	  the	  different	  subject	  positions	  will	  occur	  (Frello,	  Identiteter	  61).	   Moreover,	  a	  subject	  can	  be	  overdetermined,	  using	  several	  discourses	  at	  once,	  for	  example	  in	  being	  positioned	  as	  a	  woman,	  white,	  mother,	  and	  Christian	  (Frello,	  Identiteter	  61).	   
 
3.3.5.	  Hegemony	  	  According	  to	  Frello,	   the	  absence	  of	  conflict	  between	  the	  different	  subject	  positions	  does	  not	  rest	   on	   a	   coherent	   “core”	   or	   “mediation”	   between	   different	   subject	   positions;	   rather,	   she	  describes	  it	  as	  hegemony	  (Frello,	  Identiteter	  61-­‐62).	  This	  term	  is	  also	  important	  in	  Laclau	  and	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Mouffe’s	   theory,	   as	   they	   argue	   that	   the	   concept	   of	   hegemony	   in	   a	   discursive	  perspective	   is,	  that	   one	   discourse	   dominates	   other	   possible	   discourses	   that	   can	   position	   the	   subject	   in	   a	  given	  situation	  (Frello,	  Kollektiv	  203).	   Since	  Laclau	  and	  Mouffe	  do	  not	  take	  the	  societal	  structures	  for	  granted,	  they	  also	  apply	  their	  definition	   of	   hegemony	   onto	   identity,	   with	   the	   purpose	   of	   showing	   how	   identity	   can	   be	  created	  across	  positions	  in	  the	  social	  world	  (Frello,	  Kollektiv	  204).	  	  “Hegemony”	   is	   similar	   to	   “discourse”	   because	   both	   terms	   articulate	   unfixed	   elements	   into	  partially	  fixed	  moments	  (Jørgensen	  and	  Phillips	  48). 
 This	  section	  has	  attempted	  to	  give	  a	  concise	  presentation	  of	  discourse	  theory	  associated	  with	  Laclau	  and	  Mouffe.	  There	  has	  been	  a	  predominant	  focus	  on	  main	  points	  of	  the	  theory,	  which	  we	   view	   as	   relevant	   for	   our	   data	   analysis;	   namely	   “articulation”,	   “discourse”,	   “subject	  positions”,	   and	   “hegemony”.	   A	   final	   but	   yet	   important	   fact	   about	   Laclau	   and	   Mouffe’s	  discourse	   theory	   is	   that	   they	   are	   interested	   in	   analyzing	  how	   the	   structure,	   in	   the	   form	   the	  discourses	  is	  constituted	  and	  changed.	  They	  do	  this	  by	  looking	  at	  how	  articulations	  constantly	  reproduce,	  challenge,	  or	   transform	  discourses	  (Jørgensen	  and	  Phillips	  30).	  This	   is	  also	  what	  we	  will	  attempt	  to	  do	  in	  our	  analysis	  in	  the	  following	  chapter.	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CHAPTER 4. DATA ANALYSIS 	  
 As	   mentioned	   in	   the	   analytical	   strategy,	   the	   ongoing	   struggles	   on	   the	   discursive	   level,	  construct	   and	   reproduce	   language,	   nationalism	   and	   identities.	   This	   means,	   that	   when	   the	  social	   world	   changes,	   discourses	   within	   the	   social	   world	   also	   changes.	   In	   the	   following	  analysis,	  we	  will	  try	  to	  find	  these	  struggling	  discourses	  and	  see	  how	  the	  relationship	  between	  identity,	   language	   and	  nationality,	  within	   the	   empirical	   data,	   is	   reproduced	   in	  Croatia	   since	  the	  1990s.	  Moreover,	  we	  will	  apply	  the	  use	  of	  theories	  previously	  presented	  in	  the	  theoretical	  framework	  in	  3.1	  as	  well	  as	  our	  drawings	  on	  different	  existing	  research	  related	  to	  Croatia. 
 
4.1.	  Analysis	  	  The	   following	   will	   introduce	   the	   structure	   and	   design	   of	   the	   upcoming	   analysis	   of	   the	  empirical	   data,	   which	   has	   been	   gathered	   through	   nine	   semi-­‐structured	   interviews.	   Before	  continuing	   with	   the	   analysis	   itself,	   there	   are	   some	   elements	   of	   the	   analysis	   that	   must	   be	  outlined. 
 We	   recognize,	   as	   previously	   mentioned,	   that	   the	   basis	   of	   our	   empirical	   data	   is	   narrow,	  therefore	   most	   likely	   providing	   a	   specific	   view	   on	   our	   investigation.	   Their	   opinions	   and	  statements	  about	  other	  social	  groups	  are	  relevant,	  as	  they	  provide	  us	  with	  an	  insight	  into	  the	  various	  discourses	  in	  the	  area.	   Based	   on	   the	   answers	   and	   statements	   provided	   to	   us	   by	   our	   nine	   participants,	   we	   have	  thoroughly	  read	  the	  statements	  in	  order	  to	  find	  specific	  categories	  and	  subcategories,	  which	  we	  deem	  particularly	  relevant	  to	  the	  subject	  matter	  of	  this	  project	  and	  helpful	  to	  answer	  our	  problem	  formulation.	  As	  a	  way	  to	  put	  our	  findings	  into	  perspective,	  this	  analysis	  will	  include	  existing	  research	  on	  Croatian	  language,	  nationalism	  and	  identity.	  Christina	  Goulding	  and	  Dino	  Domic	  do	  one	  of	  them	  in	  2009,	  by	  making	  a	  qualitative	  empirical	  study	  based	  on	  interviews	  and	  participatory	  observations	  (Goulding	  and	  Domic	  90). 
 The	  main	  categories	  of	   the	  analysis	   illustrate	   the	  Croatian	  students’	   resistance	   to	  as	  well	  as	  their	  knowledge	  about	  language	  changes	  at	  first;	  then,	  inclusion	  and	  exclusion	  in	  the	  context	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of	   Croatia,	   and	   in	   relation	   to	   neighboring	   countries;	   finally	   the	   relation	   between	   national	  identity,	  heritage	  and	  the	  war.	  	   
 After	   reviewing	   the	   interviews,	  we	  have	  been	   able	   to	   observe	   important	   similarities,	  which	  seem	  to	  arise	  as	  general	  patterns	  in	  the	  interviews.	  Although	  many	  of	  the	  questions	  asked	  by	  the	   interviewers	  were	  congruent	  during	  all	  of	   the	   interview	  sessions,	  we	  have	  been	  able	   to	  acknowledge	   that	   some	   interviewees	   answer	   more	   detailed	   to	   some	   themes	   than	   others.	  Thus,	  we	  have	  carefully	  selected	   informative	  statements	   that	  we	  consider	   to	  be	  particularly	  valid	  to	  a	  specific	  category. 
 
4.1.1.	  Resistance	  to	  language	  implementations	  
 The	   following	   section	   will	   take	   point	   of	   departure	   in	   extracts	   found	   in	   our	   conducted	  interviews,	   which	   can	   shed	   light	   upon	   what	   knowledge	   the	   interviewees	   have	   concerning	  Croatian	  language	  policies	  in	  the	  past,	  as	  well	  as	  in	  the	  present.	   
Attitudes	  towards	  language	  changes	  	  One	   of	   the	   general	   questions	   we	   asked	   all	   of	   the	   interviewees	   regarded	   their	   knowledge,	  opinion	   and	   experiences	   of	   “reforms”12	  implemented	   in	   the	   past	   or	   the	   present.	   All	   of	   the	  students	  uttered	  the	  fact	  that	  they	  did	  know	  about	  certain	  changes	  that	  have	  been	  made	  in	  the	  Croatian	   language.	   However,	   in	   the	   following	   example,	   it	   became	   evident	   that	   Ranko	  Matasović,	   a	   professor	   of	   linguistics	   at	   the	   University	   of	   Zagreb,	   did	   not	   seem	   to	   have	  knowledge	  on	  a	  specific	  “reform”: 
 
I	  am	  not	  sure	  what	  reforms	  you	  are	  talking	  about.	  There	  was	  some	  efforts	  
in	   the	  90’s	   to	   reform	   the	   language,	   in	   the	   sense	  of	   returning	   some	  words	  
into	   use	   which	   were	   whether	   forbidden,	   or	   were	   not	   well-­‐looked	   upon	  
during	   the	   communist	   regime.	   And	  many	   books,	   [normative	   handbooks,]	  
and	   many	   dictionaries	  were	   published	   ...	   	  so	   there	   were	   efforts	   to	  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  12	  As	  mentioned	  in	  the	  section	  3.2.2.,	  we	  associated	  the	  term	  “reform”	  with	  the	  efforts	  of	  standardization	  and	  purification	  that	  have	  been	  presented	  in	  the	  section	  2.3. 
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standardize	   the	   language	   and	   to	   establish	   independence	   in	   respect	   to	  
Serbian,	  Bosnian	  and	  what	  used	  to	  be	  called	  Serbo-­‐Croat	  ...	  (Ranko	  D2	  38)	   
 Here,	  it	  is	  clear	  that	  the	  term	  “reform”	  is	  not	  acknowledged	  as	  being	  a	  correct	  way	  to	  refer	  to	  any	  changes	  the	  Croatian	  language	  has	  undergone	  in	  the	  past,	  or	  is	  undergoing	  in	  the	  present.	  Nevertheless,	   the	   interviewee	  does	  confirm	  that	   there	  has	  been	  some	  efforts	   to	  standardize	  the	  Croatian	   language,	  as	  a	  result	  of	   the	   fragmentation	  of	  Yugoslavia.	  He	   then	  elaborates	  by	  stating	   that	   nowadays,	   there	   is	   a	   generation	   of	   linguists	   and	   activists	   who	   are	   against	   the	  normativization	  of	   the	  Croatian	   language	  (Ranko	  D2	  39).	  The	   fact	   that	  Ranko	  acknowledges	  that	  there	  were	  efforts	  to	  distinguish	  and	  purify	  the	  Croatian	   language,	   led	  us	  to	  taking	   into	  consideration	  the	  argument	  put	   forth	  by	  Shohamy.	  One	  can	  argue	  that	   these	  statements	  are	  indicators	   towards	   Shohamy’s	   argument	   that	   language	   is	   used	   as	   a	   tool	   to	  manipulate	   and	  oppress	   its	   targets	   into	   accepting	   a	   collective	   identity	   and	   homogenize	   individuals	   through	  one	  language	  (Shohamy	  xvii).	   
 Furthermore,	  Shohamy	  argues	  that	   language	  descriptions	  have	  been	  replaced	  with	  language	  prescriptions,	   dictating	   how	   language	   should	   be	   used.	   This	   way	   of	   viewing	   language	   has	  become	  a	  standard	  element	  of	  the	  nation-­‐state	  (Shohamy	  xvii).	  Evidence	  of	  this	  statement	  is	  actually	  seen	  in	  some	  of	  the	  interviews.	  For	  example	  Lovre	  states:	  “since	  the	  language	  is	  a	  core	  part	  of	  a	  nation’s	  identity,	  it	  has	  been	  just	  forced	  down	  the	  peoples’	  throats”	  (Lovre	  D5	  66) 
 Based	  on	   the	   above	   statement,	   one	   can	   argue	   that	   the	  process	   of	   linguistic	   enforcement,	   in	  Shohamy’s	  sense,	  has	  occurred	   in	   the	  Croatian	  context.	  However,	  we	  have	  been	  able	   to	   find	  resistance	  towards	  the	  use	  of	  language	  as	  a	  manipulative	  tool	  that	  Shohamy	  explains.	  Ranko	  states	   that	   there	   has	   been	   a	   countermovement,	   resisting	   this	   institutional	   normative	  enforcement	  in	  the	  Croatian	  language	  (Ranko	  D2	  39).	  According	  to	  him,	  these	  reactions	  have	  been	   mobilized	   within	   the	   academic	   arena	   and	   are	   a	   strong	   tendency	   among	   the	   newer	  generation	   (Ranko	   D2	   39),	   which	   echoes	   Dérens’	   statement	   in	   the	   section	   2.3.	   when	   he	  mentions	  Snježana	  Kordić	  as	  denouncing	  the	  nationalist	  efforts	  of	  purification	  (Dérens	  118).	   This	   tendency	   seems	   to	   be	   further	   confirmed	   by	   the	   interviews	   conducted	  with	   university	  students:	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Most	   of	   the	   time	   I	   really	   don’t	   use	   them,	   I	   use	   the	   old	  words	   ...	   -­‐	   a	   lot	   of	  
people	  make	   fun	  of	   those	  words,	   ...	   for	  example	   laptop,	   in	  Croatia	  we	  also	  
say	  ‘laptop’	  but	  they	  try	  to	  ...	  make	  new	  suggestions	  for	  it	  (Tena	  D4	  58)	   
 Here,	  the	  interviewee	  explains	  and	  describes	  how	  the	  word	  ‘laptop’	  has	  been	  attempted	  to	  be	  changed	  into	  a	  “Croatian”	  version.	  However,	  she	  states	  that	  she	  does	  not	  use	  these	  new	  words	  and,	   in	   fact,	   the	   new	   words	   are	   often	   not	   taken	   as	   a	   serious	   matter.	   Again,	   based	   on	   this	  statement,	  it	  seems	  to	  be	  evident	  that	  there	  exists	  a	  resistance	  to	  the	  manipulative	  power	  of	  language	  that	  Shohamy	  argues.	  Most	  of	  the	  interviews	  have	  shown	  that	  they	  share	  a	  common	  resistance	   to	   the	   so-­‐called	   “purification”	   of	   the	   Croatian	   language,	   which	   seems	   to	   be	   a	  tendency	  among	  the	  interviewed	  university	  students:	   
 
Most	  of	  what	  I	  know	  is	  that	  most	  of	  the	  language	  didn’t	  change	  much,	  there	  
are	   some	   people	   who	   are	   trying,	   let’s	   say,	   purify	   the	   Croatian	   language,	  
because	  you	  know	  before	  it	  was	  called	  Serbo-­‐Croatian	  and	  they	  wanted	  to	  
make	  it	  just	  Croatian.	  (Tena	  D4	  57) 
 The	   resistance	   towards	   the	  new	   implementations	   resembles	   the	   findings	   in	   the	   research	  of	  Goulding	   and	   Domic,	   which	   shows	   that	   “The	   vast	   majority	   of	   those	   interviewed	   were	  dissatisfied	  with	   the	  changes	   to	   the	  Croatian	   language,	  particularly	   the	  younger	  generation”	  (Goulding	  and	  Domic	  96) Most	   of	   the	   time,	   they	   explicitly	  mention	  how	  other	   young	  people	   and	   themselves	   laugh	   at	  these	  changes,	  since,	  according	  to	  our	  interviewees,	  the	  changes	  are	  believed	  to	  be	  ridiculous.	  The	  general	  discourse	  when	  talking	  about	  these	  kind	  of	  changes	  and	  purifications,	  uses	  humor	  to	  dismiss	  them,	  which	  is	  exemplified	  in	  the	  following	  quotes	  extracted	  from	  Marko	  and	  Inez’s	  interview: 
 
...	  during	  the	  90’s	  again	  they	  started	  to	  do	  that,	  especially	  showing	  in	  the	   
Public	  ...	  services	  like	  television,	  eh	  radio	  stations	  and	  everything	  so	  they	   
switched	  from	  the	  ...	  old	  Serbo-­‐Croatian	  language	  that	  we	  used	  to	  speak	   
in	  the	  Yugoslavia,	  that	  the	  new	  Croatian,	  so	  they	  put	  a	  lot	  of	  silly	  words	  ... (Marko	  D1	  17-­‐18) 
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I:	  Like	  sandwich	  they	  want	  to	  ...	  put	  this	  word	  like	  ‘dvokriška’,	  it’s	  like	  to	  
have	  [M:	  Yeah,	  two	  pieces	  of	  bread]	  Two	  pieces	  of	  bread	  [M:	  Two	  slices	  of	  
bread	  *laugh*]	  (Inez	  and	  Marko	  D1	  18) 
 Another	   interviewee	   also	  mentions	   these	   new	   Croatian	  words	   trying	   to	   replace	   old	  words,	  which	  derived	   from	  English,	   and	  again	   also	   claiming	   that	  no	  one	   is	   taking	   it	   seriously.	  Also	  note	  that	  she	  does	  not	  refer	  to	  a	  specific	  source	  of	  these	  new	  words: 
 
...	   there	   are	   some	   new	   words	   that	   some	   people	   are	   trying	   to	   get	   into	  
Croatian	  language,	  but	  most	  of	  the	  people	  don’t	  even	  use	  them,	  ...	  I	  want	  to	  
give	   examples	   …	   like	   a	   helicopter,	   most	   of	   the	   people	   want	   to	   say	   in	  
Croatian	   ‘helikopter’,	   so	   it’s	   similar,	   but	   they	   are	   trying	   to	   introduce	   the	  
word	   ‘zrakomlat’,	   which	   actually	   means	   …	   the	   thing	   that	   beats	   air	  
*Everybody	  laughs* (Tena	  D4	  58) 
 However,	  it	  is	  also	  relevant	  to	  acknowledge	  that	  some	  of	  the	  interviewees	  state	  that	  they	  use	  some	  of	  the	  new	  words,	  as	  they	  grew	  up	  when	  the	  implementations	  had	  already	  started.	  This	  refers	   to	   Kapović’s	   finding	   about	   the	   use	   of	   the	   new	   purist	   words	   (Kapović	   49).	   Anja’s	  following	   statement	   agrees	   with	   Kapović	   when	   we	   asked	   her	   if	   she	   was	   using	   the	   new-­‐implemented	  words: 
 
…	  for	   some	  yes	   for	  example	   ...	  now	   it	   is	  more	  common	  that	  everyone	  says	  
‘žlica’	  but	  ...	  for	  example	  competition	  is	  ‘natjecanje’	  but	  a	  lot	  of	  people	  and	  
especially	  those	  who	  were	  adults	  back	  then	  when	  those	  changes	  were	  made	  
they	  just	  kept	  and	  they	  still	  call	  it	  ‘takmičenje’	  which	  is	  the	  Serbo-­‐Croatian	  
word	  so	  my	  generation	  and	  the	  generations	  that	  are	  younger	  probably	  do	  
use	   the	   old	   new	   words	   more	   because	   ...	   that’s	   just	   what	   they	   have	   been	  
hearing	  more	  in	  the	  meantime	  ...	  but	  anyone	  who	  was	  raised	  by	  people	  who	  
were	   living	   in	   that	   country	   they	   still	   prefer	   those	  words	  and	   just	  use	   it	   ...	  (Anja	  D8	  104)	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This	  was	  also	  seen	  with	  Marko	  in	  the	  first	  interview,	  when	  asked	  about	  their	  opinion	  towards	  the	  implementations.	  He	  answered,	  that	  he	  use	  the	  word	  for	  ‘aerodrom’;	  ‘zračna	  luka’,	  since	  it	  has	  become	  of	  normal	  use	  in	  the	  Croatian	  language	  (Marko	  D1	  18). 
 As	  the	  examples	  show,	  the	  interviewees	  know	  that	  there	  have	  been	  implementations	  of	  new	  words;	   some	   argue	   they	   know	   about	   them	   through	   television	   and	   radio,	   other	   through	   the	  Internet.	   However,	   the	   source	   of	   the	   changes	   seems	   to	   be	   uncertain.	   This	   point	   will	   be	  analyzed	  in	  the	  following. 
	  
Knowledge	  of	  the	  source	  of	  the	  changes	  	  An	  interesting	  tendency	  to	  be	  analyzed	  is	  the	  fact	  that	  the	  majority	  of	  the	  interviewees	  have	  idea	  or	  limited	  knowledge	  about	  the	  source	  of	  these	  changes:	   
 
...	  a	  lot	  of	  words	  that	  are	  new	  you	  find	  out	  about	  them	  for	  example	  on	  the	  
internet	   or	   someone	   tells	   you	   like	   “did	   you	   hear	   this,	   they	   have	   this	   new	  
word	   for	   this”	   it’s	   mostly	   like	   that,	   I’m	   not	   sure	   which	   body	   does	   that	  
officially.	  (Tena	  D4	  58) 
 In	  the	  above	  quote,	  Tena	  does	  not	  mention	  a	  specific	  source	  of	  these	  implementations,	  rather	  referring	  to	   it	  as	  “the	  body”.	  This	  uncertainty	  seems	  to	  be	  a	  common	  tendency	  amongst	  our	  interviewees.	  They	  refer	  to	  the	  source	  as,	  among	  other,	  “they”	  (Marko	  D1	  17),	  “some	  people”	  (Tena	  D4	  57),	  and	  “purists”	  (Zvone	  D6	  85).	  However,	  later	  on	  in	  the	  interview	  with	  Zvone,	  he	  demonstrates	  a	  sparse	  knowledge	  of	  who	  is	  behind	  the	  language	  changes:	   
 
I	  don’t	  know,	  I	  wouldn’t	  say,	  I	  mean	  partly	  it’s	  coming	  from	  politicians	  and	  
the	   political	   environment,	   especially	   the	   right	   parties	   like	   the	   current	  
leading	   party	   in	   Croatia,	   but	   I	   would	   say	   it’s	   more	   about	   those	   people	  
engaged	  in	  grammar	  and	  language	  and	  stuff	  like	  that,	  I	  mean	  it	  is	  affected	  
by	  politics	  but	  i	  wouldn’t	  say	  that	  politics	  is	  most	  reason	  for	  that	  (Zvone	  D6	  85-­‐86).	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One	  can	  speculate	  that	  this	  quote	  seems	  to	  illustrate	  the	  interviewee’s	  reflection	  on	  who	  may	  be	   the	   architects	   behind	   these	   changes,	   but	   the	   response	   remains	   uncertain.	  He	   states	   that	  politicians	  and	  right	  wing	  parties	  are,	  on	  the	  one	  hand,	  an	  important	  player,	  but	  they	  should	  not	   be	   regarded	   as	   the	   most	   influential.	   However,	   the	   students	   all	   have	   difficulties	   in	  specifying	  where	  the	  changes	  come	  from	  or	  who	  enforces	  them.	  After	  researching	  into	  this	  we	  found	  out	  that	  Zvone	  is	  not	  on	  the	  wrong	  track.	  His	  uncertainty	  can	  be	  explained	  by	  the	  state	  structures	  analyzed	  by	  Langston	  and	  Peti-­‐Stantić,	  where	  they	  identify	  that	  the	  Croatian	  state,	  thereby	  the	  politicians,	  only	  played	  a	  minor	  role	  (Langston	  and	  Peti-­‐Stantić	  145).	  Moreover,	  they	  identify	  four	  institutions	  that	  function	  as	  language	  academies	  and	  have	  played	  an	  active	  role	   in	   promoting	   Croatian	   as	   a	   language	   separate	   from	   Serbian,	   which	   are:	   the	   Croatian	  Academy	   of	   Sciences	   and	   Arts,	   the	   Council	   for	   the	   Norms	   of	   the	   Croatian	   and	   Standard	  Language,	   the	   Institute	   for	   the	  Croatian	  Language	  and	  Linguistics,	   and	   the	  Matica	  Hrvatska.	  (Langston	  and	  Peti-­‐Stantić	  147).	   
 The	   following	   section	   will	   move	   from	   focusing	   on	   the	   interviewees’	   statements	   regarding	  Croatian	   language	   structures	   on	   an	   institutional	   level,	   and	  move	   on	   to	   an	   analysis	   of	   their	  statements	  with	  regards	  to	  inclusion	  and	  exclusion	  and	  identity.	  	  	   
 
4.1.2.	  Inclusion	  and	  exclusion	  	  	  In	  the	  following	  section	  we	  will	  analyze	  how	  elements	  of	  inclusion	  and	  exclusion	  are	  revealed	  in	  the	  interviews.	   
 We	  have	  been	  able	  to	  find	  three	  different	  ways	  that	  the	  notions	  of	  inclusion	  and	  exclusion	  can	  be	   conceptualized	   in	   the	   Croatian	   context.	   Firstly,	   we	  will	   exemplify	   how	   the	   interviewees	  have	  experienced	  notions	  of	   ‘us’	  and	   ‘them’	  within	  Croatia.	  Secondly,	  we	  will	  exemplify	  how	  the	  interviewees	  relate	  to	  discourses	  of	  inclusion	  and	  exclusion	  in	  a	  general	  former	  Yugoslav	  context.	   
 In	   order	   to	   undertake	   an	   analysis	   of	   inclusion	   and	   exclusion,	   it	   is	   necessary	   to	   engage	   in	  theories,	  which	  discuss	  identity.	  As	  mentioned	  in	  the	  theoretical	  framework,	  Stuart	  Hall	  has	  in	  his	  scholarly	  work	  discussed	   the	  notion	  of	   identity,	   in	  which	  he	  argues	   that	   identity	   is	  built	  through	   the	   “constitutive	   outside”	   (Hall	   3).	   In	   other	   words,	   as	   Meinhof	   and	   Galasinski	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elaborate	  on	  Hall’s	  concept,	  identity	  is	  constructed	  by	  establishing	  “who	  I	  am”	  through	  “who	  I	  am	  not”	  (Meinhof	  and	  Galasinski	  8).	  Furthermore,	  we	  will	  draw	  upon	  Althusser’s	  concept	  of	  how	  “subjects”	  become	  “interpellated”	  as	  well	  as	  Bourdieu	  and	  his	  term	  “the	  divisions	  of	  the	  social	  world”	  (Bourdieu	  221).	   
Within	  a	  Croatian	  Context	  	  	  In	  the	  question	  revolving	  around	  inclusion	  and	  exclusion	  within	  Croatia,	  contradictions	  seem	  to	   arise	   in	   the	   interviewees’	   discourses.	   Among	   the	   interviewees,	   we	   have	   been	   able	   to	  identify	  a	  general	  acceptance	  of	  the	  different	  language	  variations	  within	  Croatia: 
 
...	   in	   my	   opinion,	   dialects	   are	   a	   beautiful	   thing,	   it	   shows	   a	   variety	   of	  
different	  words	  and	  everything	  ...	  (Daniela	  D7	  97) 
 However,	   the	   following	   quote	   also	   describes	   how	   Daniela	   has	   experienced	   exclusionary	  behavior	  towards	  her	  dialect	  or	  accent,	  however	  on	  a	  minor	  scale.	  She	  has	  also	  experienced	  discriminatory	   behavior	   based	   on	   their	   spoken	   Croatian	   variation.	   Elana	   Shohamy	   also	  mentions	   how	   language	   is	   a	   tool	   used	   to	   categorize	   people,	   creating	   hierarchies	   and	  generating	  “us/them”	  discourses	  (Shohamy	  xv).	   
 
...	  there	  is	  also	  some	  disputes	  between	  people	  who	  live	  in	  Dalmatia,	  ...	  where	  
I’m	  from,	  and	  people	  from	  Zagreb,	  because	  it’s	  difficult	  for	  me	  to	  understand	  
something	   like	   that	   because	   we	   have	   the	   same	   nationality,	   we	   just	   come	  
from	  different	  parts	  of	  Croatia.	  But	  ...,	  when	  I	  visited	  Zagreb	  and	  I	  spoke	  with	  
my	   friend	   who	   studies	   there	   ...	   and	   we	   spoke	   in	   our	   dialect	   around	   other	  
people	  who	  are	  from	  there,	  and	  they	  laughed	  at	  us,	  and	  they	  thought	  that	  we	  
were	  stupid,	  and	  those	  kind	  of	  things.	  (Daniela	  D7	  97)	  
 In	   the	   previous	   extract,	   One	   can	   say	   that	   Daniela	   seems	   to	   be	   aware	   of	   this	   implicit	  manipulation	   and	   expresses	   resistance	   against	   it,	   by	   showing	   discontent	   towards	   the	  discriminatory	   behavior	   that	   she	   and	   her	   friends	   experienced.	   By	   expressing	   her	   feelings	  about	   these	   discriminatory	   experiences,	   one	   can	   say	   that	   this	   reveals	   what	   Bourdieu	   has	  called	   “the	   divisions	   of	   the	   social	   world”	   (Bourdieu	   221).	   She	   and	   her	   friend	   have	   faced	  exclusionary	   attitudes	   based	   on	   their	   dialect,	   and	   hence	   their	   regional	   identity,	   which	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exemplifies	  Bourdieu’s	  argument	  (Bourdieu	  221).	  He	  argues	  that	  markers	  relating	  to	  place	  of	  origin	   -­‐	   such	   as	   accents	   and	   language	   variations	   -­‐	   are	   ways	   to	   legitimate	   and	   impose	   the	  division	   of	   the	   social	   world;	   hereby	   creating	   groups,	   and	   establishing	   the	   identity	   of	   that	  group	  (Bourdieu	  221).	  This	  could	  potentially	  create	  differentiating	  dynamics	  between	   these	  various	  groups,	  resulting	  in	  a	  personalized	  differentiation	  and	  occasional	  negative	  dynamics.	  Some	   of	   the	   interviewees,	   like	   Daniela,	   expressed	   frustration	   in	   relation	   to	   teasing	   and	  mocking	   caused	   by	   different	   language	   variations,	   and	   thereby	   promote	   their	   own	   positive	  attitude	  towards	  them.	  Others	  see	  nothing	  wrong	  with	  what	  they	  deem	  as	  friendly	  jokes,	  and	  find	  the	  teasing	  harmless	  (Emelin	  D3	  55;	  Marko	  D1	  28;	  Zvone	  D6	  91).	   Since	   our	   interviewees	   all	   operate	  within	   the	   academic	  world,	  we	  will	   continue	   to	   analyze	  how	  these	  dialects	  and	   the	  standard	   language	   in	  some	  ways	   influence	   the	  academic	  setting.	  Generally,	   we	   found	   that	   there	   is	   a	   tendency	   regarding	   the	   standard	   Croatian	   as	   the	   only	  accepted	  common	  language	  in	  the	  academic	  arena: 
 
I	  mean,	  well	  I	  would	  find	  it	  odd	  if	  they	  would	  use	  their	  loc[al]...I	  mean	  we’re	  
talking	  about	  the	  university	  education	  ...	  so	  if	  someone	  insisted	  on	  using	  the	  
dialect	   I	   would	   find	   it	   odd	   I	   wouldn’t	   downgrade	   the	   mark,	   because	   I	  
wouldn’t	  expect	  a	  person	  who	  attends	  university	  to	  not	  be	  able	  to	  write	  the	  
standard	  variety	  ...	  so	  I	  wouldn’t	  downgrade	  someone	  who	  wanted	  to	  write	  
in	  Čakavian	  but	  I	  would	  find	  it	  a	  bit	  odd	  ...	  perhaps	  such	  a	  student	  would	  try	  
to	  make	  a	  point	  I	  would	  accept	  his	  point	  her	  point	  but	  ...	  I	  would	  never	  have	  
someone	  who	  really	  want	  to	  do	  that.	  (Ranko	  D2	  43) 
 Furthermore,	  we	  found	  interesting	  how	  some	  of	  the	  interviewees	  refer	  to	  standard	  Croatian	  as	  the	  “correct”,	  “real”	  or	  “proper”	  Croatian:	   
 
...	  mostly	  on	  the	  seaside	  ...	   in	  my	  area	  we	  use	  the	  ‘štokavština’	  so	  the	  more	  
standard	   version	   and	  we	   do	   speak	   pretty	   correct	   Croatian	   and	  we	   have	  
least	   trouble	  when	  we	   have	   to	  write	   standardized	   test	   or	   something	   like	  
that	   ...	  we	  do	  have	  our	  own	   slang	  especially	   in	  my	  city	   ...	   but	   it’s	  a	  pretty	  
correct	  Croatian,	  pretty	  standard.	  (Anja	  D8	  104) 
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Daniela,	   the	   interviewee	   who	   described	   language	   variations	   as	   something	   “beautiful”	   also	  states	  when	  talking	  about	  the	  language	  requirements	  in	  an	  academic	  context: 
 ...	  I	  mean,	  they	  do	  require	  us	  to	  speak	  in	  …	  Croatian,	  like	  real	  Croatian,	  not	  
some	  dialect.	  The	  thing	  is,	  if	  every	  single	  one	  of	  us	  spoke	  in	  our	  dialect,	  we	  
couldn’t	  understand	  each	  other.	  So,	  it’s	  natural	  that	  you	  have	  to	  use	  proper	  
language,	  and	  everything.	  But	  generally	  speaking,	  ...	  I	  don’t	  think	  there	  are	  
any	  restrictions	  about	  that	  ...	  (Daniela	  D7	  97) 
 By	  using	  words	  such	  as	  “real”,	  “correct”	  and	  “proper”,	  one	  can	  say	  that	  this	  illustrates	  a	  way	  of	  homogenizing	  the	  use	  of	  language	  through	  standard	  language	  within	  the	  educational	  system.	  This	   supports	   Shohamy’s	   argument	   that	   “authoritative	   groups	   seeking	   to	   sustain	  homogeneity,	   hegemony	   and	  monolingualism	   for	   the	   sake	   of	   national	   identity”	   repress	   the	  minority	  dialects	  and	  languages	  (Shohamy	  xvii).	   Although	   some	   interviewees	   celebrate	   their	   own	   language	   diversity,	   they	   also	   seem	   to	   be	  influenced	   by	   the	   hegemonic	   idea	   of	   a	   monolingual	   nation,	   when	   they	   refer	   to	   standard	  Croatian	  as	  the	  “real”	  national	  language.	  Even	  though,	  there	  are	  no	  official	  language	  policies	  in	  universities	  	  (Ranko	  D2	  42;	  D4	  60;	  D7	  97),	  the	  interviewees	  clearly	  express	  that	  it	  is	  expected	  of	   them	   to	   use	   the	   standard	   language	   (Ranko	   D2	   43;	   Tena	   D4	   60;	   Daniela	   D7	   97).	  Nevertheless,	  this	  does	  not	  mean	  that	  they	  do	  not	  use	  their	  own	  language	  variations	  on	  a	  daily	  basis	  in	  a	  regional	  context.	  	  	   This	  expected	  use	  of	  standard	  language	  in	  academic	  institutions,	  can	  be	  viewed	  in	  relation	  to	  the	   work	   of	   Althusser.	   As	   mentioned	   in	   our	   theory	   section,	   he	   argues	   that	   subjects	   are	  interpellated	  through	  the	  ideological	  state	  apparatus	  (ISA).	  Althusser	  explains	  “interpellation”	  by	   saying	   that	   ideology	   constitutes	   individuals	   as	   subjects	   (170-­‐174).	   Applying	   this	   to	   our	  case,	   the	   ‘unknown	   source’	   is	   an	   ideology	  within	   the	   ISA;	   the	   entities	   our	   interviewees	   are	  unable	   to	  explicitly	   identify;	   the	   interviewees	  being	   the	   individuals.	  When	   these	   individuals	  accept	   and	   apply	   the	   use	   of	   standard	   language	   within	   the	   academic	   system,	   they	   are	  interpellated	  by	  the	  ideology	  and	  thereby	  become	  subjects	  of	  the	  interpellation.	   One	   can	   argue	   that	   the	   interviewees,	   although	   celebrating	   language	   variety	  within	   Croatia,	  have	  accepted	  the	  interpellation.	  Beneath,	  is	  giving	  an	  example	  of	  the	  interpellation,	  where	  we	  see	  the	  acceptance	  of	  the	  common	  idea	  of	  a	  standardized	  national	  language:	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...	  one	  girl	  from	  Split	  ...	  she	  used,	  like,	  her	  dialect,	  and	  I	  don’t	  like	  that.	  Like,	  
when	  she	  has	  ...	  this	  powerpoint	  presentation,	  in	  the	  front	  of	  professor,	  she	  
used	  her	  dialect,	   you	   shouldn’t	  do	   that.	   If	  we	  are	   in	   institution	  and	   this	   is	  
like	   university,	   please	   use	   standard	   language,	   so	   that	   everybody	   can	  
understand	  you. (Inez	  D1	  35) 
 When	   expressing	   his	   general	   opinion	   about	   the	   use	   of	   standard	   Croatian	   in	   academic	   and	  national	  institutions,	  Ranko	  Matasović	  appears	  to	  agree	  with	  Inez,	  also	  indicating	  the	  above-­‐mentioned	  interpellation,	  however	  less	  strongly: 
 
Well	  that	  is	  the	  purpose	  of	  the	  standard	  language	  in	  any	  European	  country,	  
you	  are	  supposed	  to	  be	  able	  to	  speak	  the	  standard	   language,	   that	   is	  what	  
you	  are	  taught	  at	  school,	  this	  doesn’t	  mean	  that	  anyone	  ...	  serious	  is	  against	  
the	  use	  of	  dialects	  in	  local	  communities,	  at	  home,	  even	  in	  local	  media....	  Of	  
course	   if	   you	   are	   speaking	   on	   national	   television,	   on	   national	   media,	   of	  
course	   you	   are	   expected	   to	   speak	   a	   standard	   variety	   of	   standard	   Croatia	  (Ranko	  D2	  39) 
 Here,	   the	   university	   professor	   touches	   upon	   some	   difficulties	   that	   apparently	   occur	   when	  people	  speaking	  different	  Croatian	  dialects	  meet,	  as	  they	  have	  to	  use	  a	  language	  codification,	  which	  is	  the	  standard	  Croatian.	  Although,	  Ranko	  recognizes	  that	  dialects	  exist	  and	  are	  used	  on	  a	  regional	  level,	  it	  is	  also	  clear	  in	  his	  statement	  that	  the	  shared	  academic	  language	  should	  be	  standard	  Croatian.	   
 In	   this	   section,	   the	  main	   focus	   has	   been	   on	   tendencies	   on	   inclusion	   and	   exclusion	  within	   a	  Croatian	  context.	  The	  next	  section	  will	  take	  point	  of	  departure	  in	  statements,	  which	  can	  shed	  light	  on	  attitudes	  towards	  neighboring	  countries. 
 
In	  relation	  to	  former	  Yugoslav	  neighboring	  countries	  	  	  In	   this	  section,	  we	  will	  move	  on	  to	   the	  question	  regarding	  how	  the	   interviewees	  experience	  elements	   of	   inclusion	   and	   exclusion	   in	   relation	   to	   former	   Yugoslav	   neighboring	   countries,	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such	   as	   Serbia	   and	   Bosnia.	   It	   has	   caught	   our	   attention	   that	   there	   seems	   to	   be	   no	   general	  evidence	  among	  the	  participants	  showing	  exclusionary	  mentality	  towards	  Serbia	  and	  Bosnia	  on	  the	  basis	  of	  culture	  or	  language. However,	  existing	  research	  such	  as	  Goulding	  and	  Domic	  have	  indicated	  that	  the	  division	  of	  the	  “other”	   –	   in	   their	   case	   Serbian	   -­‐	   emphasizes	   the	   participants’	   confirmation	   of	   identity	   as	  Croats	   (Goulding	   and	   Domic	   91).	   Furthermore,	   they	   found	   that	   this	   “...is	   reinforced	   by	   a	  purified	  or	  rewritten	  version	  of	  history	  which	  is	  based	  largely	  on	  exclusion	  of	  the	  ‘other’”	  (91).	  We	  found	  one	  of	  the	  statements	  from	  Goulding	  and	  Domic’s	  research	  interesting	  as	  well,	  as	  it	  did	   not	   particularly	   correlate	  with	   our	   findings.	   Referring	   to	   Croats,	   they	   state	   that	   “When	  asked	  about	  how	  they	  felt	  about	  other	  members	  of	  the	  former	  Yugoslav	  federation	  most	  of	  the	  informants	   only	   spoke	   about	   how	   they	   felt	   about	   the	   Serbs”	   (92).	   Despite	   the	   fact	   that	  we	  almost	  exclusively	  asked	  the	  participants	  questions	  related	  to	  their	  opinions	  about	  Serbia	  and	  Serbs,	   they	   mentioned	   Bosnia	   and	   other	   countries	   just	   as	   much.	   This	   indicates	   that	   we	  without	   awareness	   catered	   more	   to	   the	   ‘us’	   and	   ‘them’	   discourse	   than	   the	   interviewees	  themselves.	   They	   do	   recognize	   that	   there	   is	   an	   exclusionary	   discourse	   among	   the	   general	  discourse	  in	  Croatia	  and	  Serbia,	  but	  they	  distance	  themselves	  from	  it.	  	  
 In	  regards	  to	  language	  practices,	  most	  of	  the	  interviewees	  describe	  small	  differences	  between	  the	  Bosnian,	   Serbian,	   and	   Croatian	   language.	  However,	   they	   all	   recognize	   that	   there	   are	   no	  major	  differences,	  which	  prevent	  mutual	  intelligibility	  (Marko	  D1	  20-­‐21;	  Lovre	  D5	  66;	  Daniela	  D7	  95).	  Moreover,	  the	  interviewees	  seem	  to	  separate	  themselves	  from	  what	  they	  view	  as	  the	  ‘general	  national	  way	  of	  thinking’:	  	   
 
I	   really	  don’t	   see	  much	  difference	   ...	   I	  am	  not	  what	  you	  would	   say	   typical	  
Croatian,	   because	   I	   have	   a	   very	   different	   attitude	   towards	   (	   )	   than	  most	  
people	  in	  Croatia,	  and	  I	  think	  that	  most	  of	  the	  people	  [who]	  consider	  [that]	  
Serbians,	   they	   are	   evil,	   they	   started	   the	   war	   they,	   I	   don’t	   know	   they	   are	  
stupid,	   in	  my	  opinion	  they	  are	   the	  same	  people	  as	   the	  Croatians	  are,	   they	  
just	  live	  a	  bit	  more	  east	  than	  we	  do…so…	  there’s	  not	  really	  much	  difference,	  
actually	  I	  think	  we	  are	  pretty	  similar	  (Tena	  D4	  59). 
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Moreover,	   the	   following	  quote	  can	  once	  more	  underline	  how	  the	   interviewee	  fundamentally	  places	  himself	  outside	  what	  he	  believes	  is	  the	  nationalist	  discourse.	   
 
I	   think	   that	   in	   the	   global	   we	   are	   all	   the	   same,	   like	   generally,	   because	   I	  
noticed	   that	   when	   I	   moved	   to	   Graz	   in	   Austria	   when	   I	   met	   some	   other	  
Erasmus	  students	  from	  other	  countries,	  in	  general	  we	  are	  all	  the	  same,	  but	  
that	   stupid	   war	   and	   things	   that	   happened	   before,	   like	   they	   made	   us	  
enemies,	   even	   though	   I	   don’t	   feel	   like	   that,	   some	  people	   they	   just	   don’t,	   I	  
don’t	  know,	  they	  just…	  they	  don’t	  hate	  each	  other,	  they	  just	  don’t	  like	  each	  
other	   because	   he’s	   Serbian,	   Bosnian	   Muslim	   ...	   but	   I	   think	   that	   our	  
mentality	  and	  culture	  is	  pretty	  similar	  and	  almost	  the	  same	  (Zvone	  D6	  86). 
 One	  can	   then	  argue	   that	   the	   interviewees	  are	  building	   their	   identity	   through	  a	   “constitutive	  outside”	  (Hall	  3)	  by	  distinguishing	  themselves	  from	  ‘the	  other’.	  In	  this	  case,	  ‘the	  other’	  is	  seen	  as	   the	   person	   who	   is	   more	   nationalistic.	   Indeed,	   there	   seems	   to	   be	   a	   reaction	   towards	  Anderson’s	  notion;	   that	  a	  nation	   is	   imagined	  as	   inherently	   limited	  and	  sovereign	  (Anderson	  6).	   Instead	   our	   interviewees	   seem	   to	   demonstrate	   a	   more	   international	   orientation.	   As	  mentioned	   before,	   they	   state	   that	   a	   part	   of	   the	   population	   remains	   locked	   in	   a	   national	  ‘imaginarium’,	  but	  it	  remains	  unclear	  who	  ‘the	  other’	  is. 
 Moreover,	   the	   interviewees	   did	   highlight	   that	   religion	   was,	   in	   fact,	   a	   way	   of	   categorizing	  people	  as	  Serbian,	  Bosnian,	  and	  Croatian.	  However,	   it	  was	  not	  expressed	  as	  an	  exclusionary	  element,	  and	  merely	  as	  a	  fact:	   
 
...	  the	  Bosniaks	  when	  Muslims	  tend	  to	  have	  Muslim	  name,	  they	  were	  called	  
Hussein	   or	   Ahmed	   or	   something	   like	   that	   and	   the	   Croats	   have	   the	  
traditional	   catholic	   names	   which	   can	   be	   clearly	   distinguished	   from	   the	  
orthodox	  names	  which	  are	  more	  likely	  to	  be	  given	  to	  Serbs	  so	  often	  you	  can	  
tell	  by	   the	  person’s	  name	  whether	  he	   is	  a	  Croat	  or	  a	  Serb	  or	  a	  Bosniak	   ...	  (Ranko	  D2	  47). 
 This	  section	  has	   looked	  at	  statements	  regarding	  the	  interviewees’	  relation	  to	  the	  mentioned	  neighboring	  countries’	   culture,	   language	  and	  religion.	  We	  will	  proceed	   to	   the	   final	  category,	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which	  revolves	  around	  statements	  related	  to	  national	  identity,	  heritage	  and	  the	  Croatian	  War	  of	  Independence	  (1991-­‐1995).	   
 
4.1.3.	  National	  Identity,	  Heritage	  and	  War	  	  In	  this	  final	  section	  of	  the	  analysis,	  we	  will	  look	  at	  concepts	  related	  to	  the	  construction	  of	  the	  interviewees’	  national	  identity.	  We	  will	  draw	  on	  their	  thoughts	  about	  heritage	  and	  how	  it	  can	  be	  an	  important	  concept	  that	   influences	  the	  participant’s	  notion	  of	  what	  it	   is	  to	  be	  Croatian.	  Furthermore,	  we	  will	  analyze	  their	  answers	  related	  to	  the	  memory	  of	  the	  war,	  and	  if	  it	  is	  still	  an	   important	   part	   of	   their	   national	   identities.	   For	   the	   purpose	   of	   this	   analysis,	   we	   define	  heritage	  as	  the	  stories,	  memories,	  and	  symbols	  a	  person	  tells,	  is	  told,	  or	  define	  themselves	  by.	  This	   includes	  language,	  and	  the	  connection	  between	  language	  and	  identity,	  which	  we,	   in	  the	  interviews,	  attempted	  to	  focus	  on,	  and	  have	  the	  interviewees	  relate	  to. 
 Goulding	  and	  Domic	  found	  in	  their	  research	  that	  national	  symbols,	  monuments,	  and	  historical	  sights	   strengthened	   their	   participants’	   feeling	   of	   nationalism,	   and	   used	   it	   as	   proof	   of	  distinction	  from	  the	  Serbians	  (Goulding	  and	  Domic	  92).	  In	  some	  of	  our	  interviews,	  we	  found	  similar	  discourses.	  One	  example	  is	  when	  Marko	  mentions	  how	  the	  field	  of	  national	  archeology	  gained	   extreme	   interest	   during	   the	   1990’s	   (Marko	  D1	  31).	  He	   explains	   how	   this	   search	   for	  what	  we	  will	  call	  ‘cultural	  texts’,	  was	  an	  attempt	  to	  distance	  themselves	  from	  the	  surrounding	  nations	  and	  prove	  how	  they	  are	  different	  from	  these	  (Marko	  D1	  31).	  However,	  he	  also	  adds	  how	   he	   finds	   this	   “silly”,	   and	   despite	   this	   happening	   in	   recent	   times,	   he	   refers	   to	   it	   as	  something	   that	   is	   part	   of	   the	   past,	   and	   thereby	   distances	   himself	   from	   such	   a	   discourse	  (Marko	  D1	  32).	   In	  addition,	  Lovre	  expresses	  his	  discontent	  with	  the	  above	  mentioned	  discourse,	  of	  creating	  a	  ‘them’	  and	  ‘us’	  and	  how	  politicians	  make	  use	  of	  the	  war,	  in	  post-­‐war	  times:	   	   
It’s	   boring,	   and	   I’m	   happy	   to	   see	   that	   youths,	   especially	  my	   generation,	   I	  
think	  we	  are	  moving	  from	  that	  like,	  really	  really	  fast.	  (Lovre	  D5	  71) 
 However,	   it	   is	  clear	  that	  he	  also	  expresses	  how	  this	  discourse	  is	  rebelled	  against,	  once	  more	  proving	  that	  people	  of	  the	  younger	  generation	  might	  see	  things	  differently.	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The	  war	  was	  also	  one	  of	  the	  topics	  for	  the	  interviews	  we	  conducted.	  Our	  questions	  revolved	  mostly	  around	  whether	  the	  interviewees’	  parents	  talked	  with	  them	  about	  the	  war.	  We	  asked	  these	  questions	  to	  investigate	  how	  big	  an	  influence	  the	  war	  and	  their	  parents’	  narratives,	  has	  had	  on	   their	   identity.	   Returning	   to	   the	   article	   by	  Goulding	   and	  Domic,	   they	  mention	  how	  a	  common	   national	   identity	   is	   constructed	   through	   memories	   and	   stories	   told	   to	   provide	  knowledge	   and	   meanings	   about	   the	   country	   that	   people	   can	   identify	   with	   (88).	   They	   also	  claim,	  that	  the	  past	  and	  the	  present	  in	  Croatia	  is	  “inextricably	  interconnected”	  (93)	  due	  to	  its	  history.	  However,	  when	  asking	  our	  interviewees	  about	  the	  war,	  the	  general	  discourse	  is	  that	  it	  is	  important	  to	  remember	  the	  war,	  to	  learn	  about	  it	  (Lovre	  D5	  74;	  Emelin	  D3	  55),	  but	  that	  it	  is	  not	   something	   that	   should	   be	   used	   to	   divide	   or	   to	   exclude	   others.	   To	   further	   establish	   the	  above	  point,	  they	  firmly	  state	  that	  it	   is	   important	  to	  look	  ahead	  (Zvone	  D6	  88;	  Lovre	  D5	  71;	  Inez	   and	  Marko	   D1	   32)	   and	   they	   are	   generally	   distancing	   themselves	   from	   the	   rhetoric	   in	  politics	  that	  continue	  the	  war	  discourse	  and	  is	  influenced	  by	  religion	  (Marko	  D1	  23-­‐24;	  Lovre	  D5	  76).	  Goulding	  and	  Domic’s	  finding	  that	  the	  ‘us’	  and	  ‘them’	  discourses	  in	  Croatia	  are	  strong	  seems	  to	  be	  true;	  however	  we	  found	  that	  the	  approach	  to	  these	  discourses	  has	  changed,	  and	  that	   our	   interviewees	   are	   aware	   of	   it	   and	   mention	   it	   with	   the	   purpose	   of	   abolishing	   and	  criticizing	  it.	  In	  fact,	  one	  of	  our	  interviewees	  explains	  the	  division	  between	  the	  ‘old’	  and	  ‘new’	  way	  these	  discourses	  affect	  the	  generations,	  their	  heritage,	  and	  national	  identity: 
 
we	  are	  Croats,	  cannot	  escape	  from	  that	  …	  whatever	  you	  learn	  from	  school,	  
whatever	   you	   learn	   from	   everything,	   you	   know,	   from	   empirical	   things,	  
everything	  is	  connected	  with	  that	   ...	  we	  were	  alive	  and	  created	  during	  the	  
war	  so	  …	  you	  can	  basically	  divide	  few	  things	  in	  Croatia.	  You	  can	  divide	  in	  
generations	   that	   lived	  before	   the	  war,	  and	  after	   it,	   and	  during	   the	  war	   ...	  (Marko	  D1	  30). 
 In	  this	  quote	  he	  clarifies	  how	  heritage	  and	  narratives	  influence	  their	  identity,	  and	  that	  these	  are	  all	  interconnected.	  We	  get	  a	  picture	  of	  identity	  as	  something	  that	  is	  strongly	  influenced	  by	  discourses	  before,	  during,	  and	  after	   the	  war	   in	   the	  1990s.	  Consequently,	  a	  person’s	   identity	  changes	   depending	   on	   in	  which	   one	   of	   the	   above	   periods	   they	  were	   born.	   This	   division	   of	  people	   living	  before,	  during	  and	  after	   the	  war	   is	  also	  a	  clear	  statement	   in	   the	   investigations	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published	  in	  the	  article	  by	  professor	  in	  psychology,	  Colette	  Daiute	  and	  Maja	  Turniski,	  who	  has	  a	  Ph.D	  in	  Developmental	  Psychology: 
 
Given	   the	   transitional	   nature	   of	   Croatia,	   the	   post-­‐war	   generation	   is	  
vulnerable	   to	   the	   previous	   history	   yet	   enthusiastic,	   and	   to	   some	   extent	  
prepared,	   for	  personal	  and	  social	  change.	  As	  we	  can	  see	   in	  Anja’s	  story,	   ...	  
Anja	   and	   her	   peers	   are	   influenced	   by	   the	   social	   divisions	   of	   wartime	   yet	  
also	   apply	   values	   of	   equality	   and	   respect	   in	   their	   interactions	  with	   peers	  
from	  former	  adversarial	  groups	  (Daiute	  and	  Turniski	  218).	   
 This	   quote	   supersedes	   the	   analysis	   of	   Anja’s	   story	   (Daiute	   and	   Turniski	   218).	   In	   it,	   they	  portray	   how	   the	   narratives	   of	   people	   highly	   affected	   by	   the	   war	   influenced	   Anja	   and	   her	  friend	  (Daiute	  and	  Turniski	  223).	  Along	  our	  research,	  we	  came	  across	  the	  article	  of	  Daiute	  and	  Turniski,	   which	   investigated	   how	   a	   socio-­‐historical	   discourse	   perspective	   can	   expand	  research	  on	  the	  psychosocial	  effects	  of	  war	  (Daiute	  and	  Turniski	  217).	  We	  used	  their	  findings,	  being	   that	   the	  young	  war-­‐generation	  had	  complex	  representations	  of	  social	   relations	  across	  generations,	   to	   compare	  with	  our	   findings.	   This	   comparison	   showed	  us	   that	   there	   is	   a	   new	  discourse	  within	  the	  war-­‐generation,	  and	  that	   the	  national	  boundaries	   in	  terms	  of	  ethnicity,	  are	  not	  as	  influential	  as	  they	  used	  to	  be.	  There	  could	  be	  several	  reasons	  for	  this	  change	  that	  has	  occurred	  over	   the	   last	   ten	  years.	  We	  will	  highlight	   this	   aspect	  here;	   yet	  not	   give	  a	   final	  conclusion	  to	  the	  answer.	  	  Firstly,	   when	   reading	   the	   article	   by	   Daiute	   and	   Turniski,	   we	   see	   how	   two	   children	   can	  construct	  two	  different	  discourses	  based	  on	  how	  they	  are	  affected	  by	  the	  war;	  a	  ‘new’	  and	  an	  ‘old’.	   This	   tendency	   we	   also	   saw,	   as	   several	   of	   our	   interviewees	   say	   that	   the	   difference	  between	  the	  languages,	  more	  importantly	  ethnicities,	  is	  not	  that	  important	  anymore,	  while	  at	  the	  same	  time	  stating	  that	  the	  nationalist	  and	  exclusionary	  discourses	  still	  exist	  within	  certain	  people.	   Secondly,	   this	   can	   be	   seen	   in	   relation	   to	   Bourdieu	   and	   his	   concept	   of	   	  “the	   divisions	   of	   the	  social	  world”	   (Bourdieu	   221)	   as	   our	   interviewees	   define	   themselves	   and	  which	   group	   they	  belong	   to,	   through	   distancing	   themselves	   from	   the	   nationalist	   discourses.	   Thereby	   two	  different	   discourses	   are	   created	   within	   the	   post-­‐war	   generation;	   the	   ones	   who	   see	   it	   as	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problematic	  and	  the	  ones	  who	  do	  not.	  This	  also	  affects	  their	  sense	  of	  identity	  and	  could	  define	  what	  they	  deem	  is	  their	  heritage. 
 We	  have	  also	  been	  able	  to	  point	  out	  the	  influence	  of	  a	  discourse	  embedded	  in	  the	  fostering	  of	  an	  imagined	  Croatian	  national	  heritage.	   In	  the	  following	  quote,	  Ranko	  implicitly	  asserts	  that	  the	   Cyrillic	   alphabet	   is	   Serbian,	   and	   confirms	   that	   Anderson’s	   concept	   of	   “imagined	  communities”	  can	  be	  applied	  on	  the	  division	  between	  the	  alphabets	  as	  the	  Latin	  alphabet	   is	  seen	  as	  Croatian	  and	  the	  Cyrillic	  alphabet	  as	  Serbian.	   
 
...	  like	  I	  said	  even	  in	  the	  communist	  regime	  especially	  ...	  in	  the	  80’s	  ...	  there	  
was	  never	   really	   ...	   an	  official	  decision	   to,	   say	  abandon	   the	  use	  of	  Serbian	  
because	   it	  was	  never	   really	  used	   in	  Croatia.	   ...	   from	  1991,	  you	  know	  1990	  
hmm	  the	  learning	  of	  the	  cyrillic	  script	  is	  no	  longer	  obligatory	  in	  Croatia	  in	  
schools,	   that	   was	   an	   official	   decision	   that’s	   correct	   ...	   but	   even	   before	   I	  
mean,	  I	  think	  our	  people	  did	  learn	  some	  cyrillic	  scripts	  at	  school,	  very	  few	  
were	  able	  to	  really	  read	  that	  cyrillic	  alphabet.	  (D2	  42-­‐43) 
 The	  following	  quotes	  extracted	  from	  the	  one	  face-­‐to-­‐face	  interview	  with	  Marko	  and	  Inez	  will	  somehow	   illustrate	   that	   they	   do	   not	   agree	   with	   the	   division	   of	   alphabets	   -­‐	   categories	   of	  Croatian	   and	   the	   ‘other’,	   on	   the	   contrary	   they	   seem	   to	   appropriate	   the	   alphabetical	  characteristics	  by	  stressing	  that	  the	  cyrillic	  alphabet	  is	  not	  a	  Serbian	  cultural	  component: 
 
...	  there	  is	  a	  distinction	  between	  the	  Serbian	  ‘ćirilica’	  and	  Croatian	  ‘ćirilica’	  
because	  cyrillic	  letter	  from	  Croatia	  is	  our	  traditional	  letters	  ...	  and	  problem	  
was	  during	  the	  nineties	  they	  forbid	  to	  use	  it,	  because	  they	  said	  everything	  
that	  is	  cyrillic	  letter	  it’s	  Serbian,	  it’s	  not	  [I:	  It’s	  not,	  yes]	  ...	  it’s	  our	  tradition	  
and	  medieval	  period	   ...	   like	  eh	  [I:	  Slavonian]	  yeah	   ....	  (Marko	   and	   Inez	  D1	  20)	  	    Additionally,	  Inez	  adds: 
 
...	   they	  think	  that	   ‘ćirilica’	   is	  a	  Serbian	  letter	  but	   it’s	  not	  Serbian	  letter	  we	  
have	  this	  from	  the	  medieval	  time…	  but	  ...	  it	  would	  be	  good	  to	  learn	  ‘ćirilica’	  
…	  (Marko	  D1	  21) 
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 As	   we	   are	   not	   aware	   of	   a	   Cyrillic	   alphabet	   having	   its	   origins	   in	   Croatia,	   these	   statements	  particularly	  called	  our	  attention,	  and	  are	  the	  only	  example	  we	  could	   find	  of	   the	   interviewed	  students	  being	  interpellated. 
 In	   this	   chapter	  we	  have	  analyzed	   the	  empirical	  data,	  which	  we	  have	  gathered	   through	  nine	  semi-­‐structured	   interviews.	   We	   have	   singled	   out	   significant	   extracts	   and	   analyzed	   them	  through	  the	  optics	  of	  relevant	  theory.	  Through	  our	  analysis	  we	  have	  been	  able	  to	  categorize	  specific	  themes,	  which	  arose	  as	  important	  patterns.	  In	  the	  following	  section	  we	  will	  attempt	  to	  delve	  deeper	   into	  our	  analytical	  points	   and	   themes,	   in	  order	   to	   elaborate	  and	  discuss	   them	  more	  broadly	  and	  thoroughly.	  	  	  	  	   
 
4.2.	  Discussion	  	  The	  following	  will	  discuss	  themes	  and	  aspects	  from	  the	  analysis	  more	  broadly.	  It	  is	  important	  to	   stress	   the	   fact	   that	  numerous	   interesting	   themes	   found	   in	   the	   interviews	  are	   relevant	   to	  elaborate	  and	  discuss	  further.	  However,	  we	  have	  chosen	  to	  discuss	  particular	  aspects,	  which	  we	   feel	   deserve	   to	   be	   elaborated	   and	  put	   into	   perspective	   in	   order	   to	   answer	   our	   problem	  formulation.	  	   
 Before	   beginning	   the	   project	   we	   initially	   assumed	   that	   the	   Croatian	   national	   identity	   was	  deeply	  connected	  to	  processes	  of	  language	  standardization	  and	  purification,	  which	  had	  been	  spurred	  by	  the	  fragmentation	  of	  Yugoslavia	  as	  well	  as	  the	  armed	  conflict	  between	  Croatia	  and	  Serbia.	  Moreover,	  we	  were	  expecting	  that	  there	  would	  be	  a	  strong	  inherent	  discourse	  of	   ‘us’	  and	   ‘them’	   especially	   between	   Croatians	   and	   Serbians.	   These	   assumptions	   were	   based	   on	  previous	  comprehensive	  research,	  which	  we	  had	  initially	  read	  in	  order	  to	  acquire	  knowledge	  into	   our	   subject.	   We	   were	   forced	   to	   alter	   our	   initial	   assumptions	   after	   conducting	   the	  interviews	  because	  these	  seemed	  to	  go	  against	  our	  prior	  understandings.	   It	   is	   important	   to	  mention	   that	  we	  have	   perceived	   a	   discourse	  within	   our	   participants	   that	  differs	  from	  existing	  research	  and	  shows	  different	  subject	  positioning.	  This	  could	  be	  the	  result	  of	  investigating	  a	  different	  generation	  of	  young	  people,	  compared	  to	  the	  existing	  research	  that	  targeted	  another	  generation	  of	  Croatians	  as	  well	  as	  sample	  of	  multifold	  generations.	  Also,	  we	  
	   59	  
did	  not	  find	  much	  contemporary	  research	  specifically	  focusing	  on	  	  young	  Croatian	  university	  students,	  which	  we	  primarily	  targeted.	   
 
4.2.1.	  Reforms,	  Policies	  or	  Changes?	  	  	  During	  the	  initial	  phase	  of	  acquiring	  basic	  knowledge	  into	  our	  overall	  theme,	  namely	  Croatian	  language	  and	  identity,	   issues	  in	  regards	  to	  the	  general	  term	  language	  reforms	  occurred.	  The	  question	  of	  whether	  one	  can	  term	  the	  linguistic	  changes	  in	  Croatia	  after	  the	  independence	  of	  1991	  as	  actual	  official	  reforms,	  policies	  or	  changes,	  has	  been	  difficult	  to	  rightly	  define.	  In	  fact	  during	  the	  interview	  sessions,	  we	  encountered	  problems	  when	  asking	  the	  participants	  about	  their	  knowledge	  of	   these	   ‘presupposed’	   reforms.	  As	   stated	  before,	   the	  professor	  questioned	  our	   use	   of	   the	  word	   “reform”	  during	   the	   interview	   (Ranko	  D2	   38).	  Moreover,	   the	   students	  seemed	   to	  have	  difficulty	   in	  explaining	  and	  acknowledging	  any	  specific	   language	  reforms	   in	  Croatia,	  yet	  they	  did	  have	  knowledge	  of	  implementations	  in	  the	  language.	   This	   made	   us	   reconsider	   the	   use	   of	   the	   term,	   when	   accounting	   for	   the	   linguistic	  implementations,	  which	  have	  occurred	  in	  Croatia	  in	  the	  past	  as	  well	  as	  in	  the	  present.	  There	  seems	   to	   be	   different	   accounts	   of	  who	   is	   responsible	   for	   the	   changes	  within	   the	   consulted	  materials	   for	   this	   research.	   Subotić	  mentions	  an	   “official”	   attempt,	  but	  does	  not	   clarify	  who	  this	   “official”	   entity	   is	   (Subotić	   319).	   In	   addition,	   the	   work	   of	   Langston	   and	   Peti-­‐Stantić	  illustrates	   a	   complex	   process	   of	   standardization,	   including	   many	   state	   institutions	   as	   key	  players.	   This	   can	   perhaps	   explain	   the	   difficulties	   in	   the	   work	   of	   decoding	   the	   language	  processes	   within	   Croatia	   for	   this	   research	   (Langston	   and	   Peti-­‐Stantić	   147).	   Despite	   the	  difficulty	  in	  defining	  where	  the	  changes	  derive	  from,	  attempts	  to	  purify	  the	  language	  do	  exist.	  The	  work	  of	  Alexander	  has	   also	   stated	  how	  Serbian	  words,	   as	  well	   as	   other	   foreign	  words,	  have	  been	  the	  target	  of	  these	  changes	  (Alexander	  415).	  	   
 Thus,	   one	   can	   discuss	   the	   fact	   that	   changes	   are	   being	   done	   by	   an	  unidentifiable	   or	   unfixed	  entity	   of	   power.	  We	   found	   that	   there	  was	   resistance	   among	  our	   interviewees	   against	   these	  particular	  changes,	  and	  that	  they	  considered	  the	  attempts	  of	  purification	  and	  ‘Croatianization’	  of	  foreign	  loanwords	  as	  silly	  and	  unnecessary,	  leading	  us	  into	  our	  next	  point	  of	  discussion. 
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4.2.2.	  A	  Standard	  Language:	  A	  Necessary	  Codification	  Within	  A	  Nation?	  	  Our	   findings	   show	   that	   the	   students,	   along	  with	   the	   professor,	   all	   agree	   on	   the	   fact	   that	   a	  standard	  language	  is	  a	  part	  of	  a	  nation’s	  foundation,	  which	  enables	  people	  to	  communicate	  on	  different	  regional	  contexts	  as	  well	  as	  within	  national	  institutions	  such	  as	  universities. We	  tend	  to	  align	  us	  with	  the	  responses	  of	  the	  participants,	  as	  we	  feel	  it	  is	  pragmatic	  to	  use	  a	  standard	  language	  in	  order	  to	  engage	  in	  broader	  national	  encounters.	  This	  does	  not	  mean	  that	  we	  disagree	  with	  the	  fact	  that	  dialects	  are	  important	  as	  a	  component	  for	  regional	  identity	  or,	  to	  some	  extent,	  national	  identity.	  Supporting	  a	  standard	  language	  does	  not	  necessarily	  imply	  the	   slow	   disappearance	   of	   language	   variations	   in	   Croatia,	   as	   long	   as	   people	   keep	   on	   using	  them,	  for	  instance,	  in	  their	  regional	  and	  personal	  context.	   The	   fact	   that	   we	   tend	   to	   side	   with	   the	   students,	   may	   be	   because	   we	   are	   from	   the	   same	  generation	  and	  are	  involved	  in	  a	  similar	  academic	  context.	  Whether	  we	  would	  have	  a	  different	  approach	   to	   these	   topics	   if	   we	   were	   part	   of	   a	   different	   generation	   or	   context,	   is	   naturally	  difficult	  to	  say,	  but	  cannot	  be	  outruled. 
 We	  have	  found	  out	  that	  the	  interviewees	  do	  not	  feel	  oppressed	  by	  the	  standardization	  or	  the	  use	  of	  a	  standard	   language,	  rather	  they	  seem	  to	  negotiate	  quite	  well	  between	  the	  use	  of	   the	  standard	  and	  non-­‐standard	  variations.	   Shohamy’s	   argument	   that	   there	   is	   a	   competing	   struggle	   between,	   on	   the	   one	   hand,	   the	  hegemonic	   standard	   language,	   and	  on	   the	  other,	  dialects	   that	   fight	   for	   language	   rights	   (35),	  seems	   in	   our	   case	   slightly	   overstated.	   Based	   on	   our	   interviews,	   it	   seems	   as	   if	   a	   discourse	  stating	  the	  importance	  of	  a	  standard	  language	  exists,	  yet	  dialects	  are	  acknowledged	  and	  used	  in	  a	  personal	  and	  regional	  context.	   
 
4.2.3.	  Perspective	  views	  on	  the	  findings	  	  Some	  of	  our	  interviewees	  mention	  that	  the	  ‘new’	  Croatian	  words	  are	  taught	  in	  schools,	  in	  the	  basic	   education	   level.	   We	   chose	   not	   to	   investigate	   the	   potential	   implications	   and	  developments	  that	  might	  occur	  from	  this,	  as	  it	  would	  require	  a	  larger	  and	  more	  differentiated	  research	  group	  and	  method.	  Furthermore,	  our	  initial	  focus	  and	  aim	  with	  our	  research,	  was	  to	  obtain	  knowledge	  about	  the	  generation	  currently	  on	  a	  university	  level,	  as	  they	  have	  grown	  up	  in	  or	  after	  the	  years	  of	  Croatia	  becoming	  independent.	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However,	  it	  would	  be	  relevant	  for	  further	  research	  to	  turn	  focus	  to	  the	  younger	  generations,	  and	  whether	   the	   resistance	   towards	   the	  new	   language	  policies	   that	  we	   experienced	   among	  our	  interviewees	  will	  prevail.	  As	  the	  new	  generations	  will	  grow	  up	  leaving	  the	  Croatian	  War	  of	  Independence	   continuously	   more	   in	   the	   past,	   discourses	   about	   the	   surrounding	   nations,	  political	   developments,	   narratives	   and	   heritages	   might	   change.	   It	   would	   be	   interesting	   to	  research	  more	   in	   depth	   and	   on	   a	   broader	   sample,	  what	   the	   effects	   of	   these	   changes	  might	  have	  on	  the	  new	  generations’	  opinions	  on	  language,	  nationality,	  and	  identity.	   Another	  interesting	  aspect	  related	  to	  this,	  is	  the	  fact	  that	  the	  new	  generations	  grow	  up	  in	  the	  era	  of	  Internet,	  social	  media,	  and	  the	  increased	  ability	  to	  obtain	  news	  and	  trends	  from	  all	  over	  the	  world	  instantly.	   
 The	   ability	   to	   have	   a	   more	   elaborate	   international	   outreach,	   might	   affect	   the	   individual’s	  attitude	  towards	  their	  surroundings,	  sense	  of	  belonging	  and	  identity.	  Information	  about	  what	  is	   happening	   around	   the	  world	   is	  more	   accessible,	  which	  might	   alter	   people’s	   view	   on	   the	  events	  in	  their	  own	  countries.	  Language	  purifications	  and	  changes	  related	  to	  national	  identity	  are	  not	  limited	  to	  the	  Croatian	  case.	  Therefore	  the	  phenomenon	  of	  language	  standardization	  has	  taken	  place	  in	  the	  past,	  as	  well	  as	  in	  the	  present,	  and	  the	  case	  in	  Croatia	  has	  also	  relevance	  within	  a	  broader	  European	  context.	   Bucken-­‐Knapp	   has	   explored	   language	   policies	   in	   a	   Norwegian	   context	   in	   his	   book	   “Elites,	  Language,	  and	  the	  Politics	  of	  Identity”.	  He	  concludes	  that	  the	  Norwegian	  language	  policy	  is	  a	  result	  of	  the	  efforts	  of	  political	  elites	  attempting	  to	  achieve	  political	  goals,	  rather	  than	  being	  the	   result	   of	   group	   mobilization	   (Bucken-­‐Knapp	   125).	   His	   findings	   resemble	   ours,	   as	   our	  participants	   mention	   and	   describe	   how	   the	   changes	   and	   attempts	   to	   purify	   the	   Croatian	  language	  come	  from	  an	  unidentified	  group	  in	  power.	  The	  participants	  in	  our	  research	  shared	  in	   the	   interviews	   that	   they	   do	   not	   feel	   related	   to	   these	   language	   policies,	   and	   one	   might,	  therefore,	   interpret	   their	   statements	  as	   them	  not	  having	  any	  special	   interests	  or	  motives	   in	  engaging	   in	   language	   purification.	   In	   fact,	   as	   previously	   mentioned	   in	   the	   analysis,	   we	  perceived	   a	   general	   disapproval	   against	   these	   changes.	   One	   can	   argue	   that	   this	   opens	   an	  important	  discussion	  that	  would	  be	  interesting	  to	  investigate	  more	  thoroughly.	   Although	   our	   sample	   is	   not	   representative	   of	   all	   Croatians,	   it	   still	   provides	   an	   interesting	  insight	   on	   how	   the	   new	   generation’s	   discourses	   might	   be	   changing,	   going	   from	   one	  nationalistic	  and	  exclusionary	  to	  a	  more	  inclusionary	  and	  cosmopolitan	  discourse.	  This	  could	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be	  because	  Croatia	   in	  2013	  became	  part	  of	   the	  European	  Union,	   and	  have	  before	  and	  since	  focused	   on	   being	  more	  Westernized.	   This,	  we	   see	   in	   the	   statements	   from	  our	   interviewees	  (Anja	   D8	   105;	   Zvone	   D6	   87;	   Lovre	   D5	   76;	   Emelin	   D3	   54)	   as	   well	   as	   in	   existing	   research	  (Dérens	  22-­‐23;	  Subotić	  3-­‐4).	   In	   this	   section,	  we	  have	  discussed	   and	  highlighted	   aspects	  we	   found	   relevant	   in	   relation	   to	  language	  changes	  and	  standard	   language,	  as	  well	  as	  perspectives	  on	  the	  findings	  for	   further	  and	  more	  elaborated	  research	  on	  the	  matter.	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CHAPTER 5. CONCLUSION 
 
 This	  project	  set	  out	  to	  investigate	  the	  discourses	  of	  the	  post	  War	  of	  Independence	  generation	  in	  Croatia.	  Through	  nine	  semi-­‐structured	   interviews	  with	  university	  students	   in	  Croatia,	  we	  have	   been	   able	   to	   illuminate	   specific	   discourses	   revolving	   around	  language,	   language	  variations,	  national	  identity,	  and	  national	  heritage.	  Based	  on	  the	  results	  from	  the	  interviews,	  we	  have	  been	  able	  to	  conclude	  the	  following:	  	   
 The	   interviewees	   demonstrated	   sparse	   knowledge	   about	   the	   source	   of	   the	   new	   language	  implementations	  in	  Croatia.	  Although	  the	  participants	  knew	  that	  changes	  were	  occurring	  they	  could	  not	  specifically	  inform	  who	  or	  what	  was	  behind	  these	  implementations. 
 Moreover,	   we	   were	   able	   to	   identify	   resistance	   among	   the	   participants	   towards	   language	  changes.	   The	   interviewees	   stated	   the	   fact	   that	   they	   did	   not	   use	   several	   of	   the	   newly	  implemented	  words.	   Some	   of	   them	  used	   humor	   as	   a	  way	   to	   disregard	   the	   new	  words,	   and	  they	  would	   use	   terms	   as	   “silly”	   and	   “stupid”	  which	   indicates	   a	   resistance	   towards	  the	   new	  attempts	  of	  purifying	  the	  Croatian	  language.	   
 The	  notions	  of	  inclusion	  and	  exclusion	  were	  also	  a	  relevant	  theme	  among	  the	  participants.	  In	  a	   national	   context,	   the	   interviewees	   expressed	   a	   general	   acceptance	   and	   pride	   of	   language	  variations	  in	  Croatia.	  However,	  many	  of	  the	  participants	  would	  call	  standard	  Croatian	  “real”,	  “proper”,	  or	  “correct”	  indicating	  that	  they	  were	  indeed	  affected	  by	  the	  general	  thought	  that	  a	  nation	   should	   have	   a	   standard	   language.	   In	   fact	   some	   participants	   directly	   uttered	   that	   a	  standard	  language	  is	  necessary	  for	  practical	  reasons	  in	  state	  institutions	  such	  as	  universities.	  However,	   based	   on	   the	   statements,	   one	   can	   conclude	   that	   the	   students	   did	   acknowledge	   a	  standard	   language	  as	   important,	   however	   they	   also	   showed	   that	   language	  variations	   can	   in	  fact	  be	  celebrated	  and	  used	  within	  a	  regional	  and	  private	  context. 
 Another	   difference	   between	   existing	   research	   and	   this	   project	   is	   the	   change	   of	   discourses	  when	   it	   comes	   to	   the	   Serbian	   and	   Croatian	   dispute.	  Here,	  we	  were	   able	   to	   identify	   a	  more	  inclusionary	  discourse,	  where	  our	  participants	  move	  away	  from,	  what	  they	  call,	  the	  national	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discourse.	   For	   them,	   disputes	   between	   Serbians	   and	   Croatians	   should	   not	   exist,	   since	   they	  consider	   themselves	   similar	   in	  many	   aspects,	   including	   language.	   The	   only	   difference	   they	  were	  able	   to	   identify,	  was	  based	  on	   religion,	  however	   this	  was	  not	   seen	  as	   an	  exclusionary	  factor,	  but	  more	  as	  a	  plain	  fact.	   
 Although	   our	   interview	   sample	   is	   very	   limited	   and	   thus	   our	   findings	   cannot	   be	   considered	  generalizable,	  they	  however	  provide	  interesting	  insights	  into	  contemporary	  discourses	  about	  identity	  and	  language	  among	  the	  post-­‐war	  Croatian	  youth.	  In	  order	  to	  rightly	  grasp	  the	  effects	  of	  language	  changes	  in	  Croatia,	  an	  in	  depth	  qualitative	  investigation	  of	  a	  much	  larger	  segment	  of	  the	  Croatian	  population	  is	  needed.	  However,	  the	  analyzed	  statements	  found	  in	  this	  project	  should	  be	  considered	  as	  a	  stepping-­‐stone	  for	  a	  more	  comprehensive	  study. 
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